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ABSTRACT 

This Draft Environmental Impact Statement (Draft EIS) analyzes the potential effects of authorizing, via a 

Department of the Army (DA) permit, the discharge of dredged or fill material into Waters of the United 

States, for the development of a 397-acre (161-hectare) project site in the northwestern portion of the City 

of Roseville, Placer County, California under Westbrook Project (Proposed Action). The Proposed Action 

would include about 245 acres (99 hectares) of residential uses, 43 acres (17 hectares) of commercial and 

office uses, 11 acres (4 hectares) of public/quasi-public uses (such as schools), 16 acres (6 hectares) of 

parks, 36 acres (15 hectares) of open space, and 46 acres (19 hectares) of major roadways and landscape 

corridors. 

Development of the project site under the Proposed Action would fill approximately 9.61 acres 

(3.89 hectares) of wetlands and other jurisdictional waters of the United States as defined by the federal 

Clean Water Act (CWA). This discharge of fill material requires approval from the U.S. Army Corps of 

Engineers (USACE) pursuant to Section 404 of the CWA, under which the USACE issues or denies DA 

permits for activities involving a discharge of dredged or fill materials into the waters of the United 

States, including wetlands. The USACE intends to adopt this document to satisfy the requirements of the 

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). 

This Draft EIS is prepared in compliance with NEPA, the Council on Environmental Quality’s 

Regulations for Implementing NEPA, and USACE NEPA Regulations. Consistent with NEPA 

requirements, this Draft EIS evaluates the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts on the environment 

that would result from the Proposed Action and a number of alternatives.  



This Draft EIS is available for public review and comment for 45 days from the date of publication of the 

Notice of Availability in the Federal Register. An electronic version of the Draft EIS can be found on the 

Internet at: 

http://www.spk.usace.army.mil/Missions/Regulatory/Permitting/EnvironmentalImpactStatements.aspx. 

Please submit comments on this document by including the USACE Action ID above and sending it via 

mail or electronic mail to: 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District 

Regulatory Division 

Attn: Kathy Norton 

1325 J Street, Room 1350 

Sacramento, California 95814-2922 

Email: Kathy.Norton@usace.army.mil 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

PURPOSE OF THIS DOCUMENT 

This Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) has been prepared pursuant to the National Environmental 

Policy Act (NEPA) to analyze and disclose the environmental effects of the Westbrook project, a project 

that would develop a moderate scale, mixed-use master planned community on an approximately 

397-acre (161-hectare) site in northwestern Roseville. Development under the proposed project, if 

authorized, would fill approximately 9.61 acres (3.89 hectares) of wetlands and other jurisdictional waters 

of the United States. This discharge of fill material requires approval pursuant to Section 404 of the 

federal Clean Water Act, under which the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) issues or denies 

Department of the Army (DA) permits for activities involving a discharge of dredged or fill materials into 

the waters of the United States, including wetlands. The project proponent/applicant is seeking a DA 

permit from the USACE under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (33 USC §1344). 

The USACE’s general regulatory policies and approach are defined in 33 CFR Parts 320–325 and 332. In 

its regulatory capacity, the USACE is neither a proponent nor an opponent of projects seeking federal 

approvals; rather, as identified in 33 CFR § 320.1[a][1], the USACE conducts a “public interest review” 

that seeks to balance a proposed action’s favorable impacts against its detrimental impacts. Additionally, 

as identified in 33 CFR §325.2[a][6], the USACE is also required to review actions in accordance with 

guidelines developed by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) under Section 404(b)(1) of 

the Clean Water Act (33 USC. §1344(b)(1)) [hereinafter “404(b)(1) Guidelines”]. The USACE’s permit 

review and decision making triggers a requirement for environmental review under NEPA. The USACE 

has determined that the DA permit decision for the proposed Westbrook project constitutes a “major 

federal action significantly affecting the quality of the human environment,” requiring the preparation of 

an EIS.  

The USACE’s permit action under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act is the proposed federal action 

analyzed in this EIS. As Westbrook project implementation is a reasonably foreseeable outcome of federal 

permit approval, this EIS analyzes the environmental effects of full buildout of the project site under the 

Westbrook project, and for brevity, the project as proposed by the Applicant is referred to as the 

Proposed Action throughout this EIS. The USACE is the federal lead agency under NEPA for the 

Proposed Action. 

PROJECT LOCATION 

The project site is located at 2801 Pleasant Grove Boulevard, approximately 1.2 miles (1.9 kilometers) 

north of Baseline Road and 1 mile (1.6 kilometers) west of Fiddyment Road.  

PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION 

The USACE has determined that the project purpose for the Proposed Action is to implement a moderate-

scale, mixed-use, mixed-density master-planned community within or contiguous to the City of 

Roseville.  
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The Proposed Action is proposed as a “mixed-use” community that comprises a range of housing types 

and residential densities in order to serve the diverse housing needs of the region and includes not only 

residential but also some commercial uses, public and quasi-public uses, parks, and open space. The 

residential component of the project is proposed to help meet the foreseeable regional housing demand 

based on Sacramento Area Council of Government’s (SACOG’s) projections in the April 2012 Sustainable 

Communities Strategy (SCS) that the region will add 871,000 people by 2035, serve the diverse housing 

needs of the region, and assist the City of Roseville in planning for its share of housing needed in the 

region in compliance with the regional housing needs allocation (RHNA) determined by SACOG for the 

City of Roseville. Commercial uses included in the Proposed Action would provide employment and 

services in the project area and ensure that the local jurisdiction will collect sufficient tax revenues from 

the proposed community to provide necessary public services.  

The mix of land uses and the densities and intensities of the Westbrook project are also consistent with 

SACOG’s “Preferred Blueprint Scenario,” which advocates densities and intensities higher than those 

traditionally seen in the Sacramento region as a means of reducing the severity of long-term 

environmental impacts. By making a more efficient use of land and facilitating pedestrian travel, bicycle 

use, and transit use, the combination of mixed uses and more compact development patterns would 

likely reduce per capita resource consumption (e.g., land, water, electricity, vehicle fuel, energy) and per 

capita pollution generation (e.g., traditional air pollutants and greenhouse gases). The Preferred Blueprint 

Scenario was used as the starting point in the development of the SCS. The SCS included land use maps 

identifying areas that SACOG considered appropriate for development. The Westbrook property was 

included in these maps as a “developing community.” 

PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES 

The Proposed Action would implement the Westbrook project, which is a proposed specific plan project 

that includes development of the 397-acre (161-hectare) site with a mix of land uses. The master-planned 

community would include a variety of residential uses, commercial and office uses, public/quasi-public 

uses (such as a school and a well), parks, open space, and major roadways, paseos, and landscape 

corridors. With the exception of the widening of an existing bioswale adjacent to the project site’s 

northeastern boundary to handle site runoff, no other off-site improvements are proposed as part of the 

Proposed Action.  

All of the alternatives evaluated in this EIS would also develop a similar moderate-scale, mixed-use, 

mixed-density, master-planned community either on the project site (Alternatives 1 through 5) or on an 

alternative site (Off-Site Alternative) near Roseville. As with the Proposed Action, other than the 

widening of an existing bioswale, no other off-site improvements are required for any of the on-site 

alternatives. The Off-Site Alternative would, however, require off-site infrastructure improvements 

which include two storm drains and storm water detention basins in the area to the west of the 

alternative site; a 24-inch and an 18-inch wastewater lines that would extend off-site to the west and 

connect to a new 36-inch main that would carry wastewater into an existing 48-inch main that would 

convey the wastewater to the Pleasant Grove Wastewater Treatment Plant; and recycled water lines that 
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would connect the alternative site to existing recycled water lines to the east and south of the alternative 

site.  

Table ES-1, Proposed Action and Alternatives – Acreages by Land Use and Potential Waters of the U.S. 

Impacts, presents the key attributes of the Proposed Action and the on- and off-site alternatives and the 

potential impacts to the waters of the U.S. anticipated to result from the development of the Proposed 

Action and alternatives. 

 

Table ES-1 

Proposed Action and Alternatives – Acreages by Land Use and Potential Waters of the U.S. Impacts  

 

Alternative 

Development 

Footprint 
Residential 

Acreage 

Residential 

Units at 

Buildout Other Development Acreage 

Open 

Space 

Acreage 

Potential 

Impacts on 

Aquatic 

Resources1 

Proposed Action 361 245 2,029 Commercial 43 36 9.61  

(2.98 acres 

preserved) 
Public/Quasi-Public 11 

Parks 16 

Roads2 46 

No Action 275 177 1,412 Commercial 30 122 0  

(12.55 acres 

preserved) 
Public/Quasi-Public 12 

Parks 14 

Roads2 44 

Reduced 

Footprint/ 

Increased Density 

267 153 1,890 Commercial 40 130 3.10  

(9.47 acres 

preserved) 
Public/Quasi-Public 12 

Parks 16 

Roads2 47 

Reduced 

Footprint/ 

Same Density 

267 158 1,405 Commercial 40 130 3.10 

(9.47 acres 

preserved) 
Public/Quasi-Public 12 

Parks 11 

Roads2 47 

Central Preserve 271 162 1,415 Commercial 40 126 5.05  

(7.52 acres 

preserved) 
Public/Quasi-Public 11 

Parks 12 

Roads2 35 

One Acre Fill 236 140 1,340 Commercial 23 161 0.94  

(11.63 acres 

preserved)  
Public/Quasi-Public 12 

Parks 13 

Roads2 49 

Half Acre Fill 223 129 1,256 Commercial 19 174 0.47  

(12.08 acres 

preserved) 
Public/Quasi-Public 13 

Parks 13 

Roads2 50 
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Alternative 

Development 

Footprint 
Residential 

Acreage 

Residential 

Units at 

Buildout Other Development Acreage 

Open 

Space 

Acreage 

Potential 

Impacts on 

Aquatic 

Resources1 

Off-Site 346 179 1,560 Commercial/ Industrial 80 60 11.923 

(3.9 acres 

preserved) 
Public/Quasi-Public 12 

Parks 14 

Roads2 43 

    

1  Preliminary estimate based on land use plans and existing information on wetlands and other jurisdictional waters on the project site. Acres 

of aquatic resources preserved under the alternative are reported in parentheses. 
2 Includes the area of major roads and landscape corridors. 
3 This alternative would also fill an additional 0.3 acre of the waters of the U.S. off-site in association with the construction of the off-site 

infrastructure improvements for a total impact of about 6.5 acres. 

 

Major Conclusions of the Environmental Analysis 

Summary of Environmental Effects and Mitigation Measures 

The environmental effects of the Proposed Action and alternatives, and mitigation measures to reduce 

those effects, are summarized in Table ES-2, Summary of Effects for Major Topics, later in this section. 

This table lists all effects of the Proposed Action and the alternatives. Chapter 3.0, Affected Environment 

and Environmental Consequences, of the EIS includes a discussion of all potential effects, including 

effects that would be less than significant and would not require mitigation. The basis of the impact 

conclusions summarized in the table consists of regulatory thresholds for those resource topics for which 

such thresholds exist, and qualitative thresholds for other resource topics. The significance thresholds are 

described for each topic in Chapter 3.0. 

Significant Effects That Cannot Be Mitigated 

The Proposed Action and alternatives would result in several direct and indirect significant effects that 

cannot be fully mitigated, as described below.  

Aesthetics 

The visual resource analysis in this EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed development in terms of loss 

of scenic views, alterations to the visual character of the area, and the introduction of substantial new 

sources of light and glare. The project site is currently undeveloped and is characterized by gently rolling 

topography and large, open annual grassland areas. Views of the project site, the Sierra foothills, and the 

Sierra Nevada are available from Market Street, adjacent to the site on the east.  

With the implementation of the Proposed Action, No Action Alternative, and Alternatives 1 through 5, 

the project site would be developed with a variety of urban uses and views of open rangeland and the 

foothills and Sierra Nevada would no longer be available from Market Street. In addition to loss of views, 

the conversion of undeveloped rangeland to urban development under all of these alternatives would 



 Executive Summary 

Impact Sciences, Inc. ES-5 Westbrook Draft EIS 

USACE #2005-00938  May 2013 

alter the visual character of the site and all of the on-site alternatives would add substantial new sources 

of light and glare on the project site.  

Similar effects on scenic vistas, visual character, and light and glare would occur with the implementation 

of the Off-Site Alternative (Alternative 6) which is also an undeveloped site characterized by flat to 

rolling topography and annual grassland, and pasture, and is visible from Sunset and Foothills 

Boulevards.  

No feasible mitigation is available to address these visual effects of the Proposed Action and the 

alternatives on scenic vistas and visual character of the project area. Mitigation is proposed that would 

partially mitigate the light and glare effect but not to a less than significant level. 

Finally, development of the project site in combination to the development of West Roseville Specific Plan 

to the north, the Sierra Vista Specific Plan area to the south, and Placer Vineyards Specific Plan further 

south of the Sierra Vista Specific Plan area would permanently alter the visual character of the area, both 

under daytime conditions and at night. The Proposed Action and nearby specific plan developments 

would also introduce new sources of light and glare. This would be a significant cumulative aesthetics 

effect. No feasible mitigation measures are available to fully address the cumulative effect. 

Air Quality 

The air quality assessment addresses the effects of the Proposed Action and alternatives on the regional 

and local air quality from the generation of construction- and operation-related emissions.  

The USEPA and CARB designate air basins or portions of air basins as being in “attainment” or 

“nonattainment” for each of the criteria pollutants. Nonattainment areas are ranked (marginal, moderate, 

serious, severe, or extreme) according to the degree of nonattainment. Western Placer County is classified 

by the USEPA as in serious nonattainment of the federal ozone (O3) standard, in nonattainment of the 

PM2.5 (particulate matter 2.5 microns or less in diameter) standard, and as attainment/unclassified for the 

other criteria pollutants,  

Construction associated with the Proposed Action and all alternatives would result in emissions of 

reactive organic gases (ROG) which are ozone precursors and PM10 (particulate matter 10 microns or less 

in diameter) emissions. While the maximum daily and annual emissions associated with the Proposed 

Action and Alternatives 1 through 3 would generally be comparable, emissions associated with the No 

Action Alternative and Alternatives 4 and 5 would be lower as a smaller community would be 

constructed on the site under these alternatives. Emissions from construction of the Off-Site Alternative 

would be greater than those associated with the Proposed Action because the alternative would require 

the construction of off-site improvements. The construction emissions under the Proposed Action and all 

alternatives would exceed Placer County Air Pollution Control District (PCAPCD) significance 

thresholds. Therefore, the Proposed Action and all alternatives would have a short-term significant effect 

on air quality in the air basin. Mitigation is proposed that would fully mitigate the effect related to PM10 

emissions and partially mitigate the effect related to ROG emissions but not to a less than significant 

level. 
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Operational emissions of ROG, nitrogen oxide (NOx), carbon monoxide (CO), and PM10 from buildout of 

the Proposed Action and all alternatives are also estimated to exceed PCAPCD significance thresholds for 

these pollutants, and would have a long-term significant effect on air quality in the air basin. Mitigation is 

proposed that would partially mitigate this effect but not to a less than significant level. 

As noted above, the project site and the alternative site are located in an area that is designated non-

attainment for ozone and PM2.5 and unclassified for PM10. Vehicles, commercial operations, and some 

residential activities would generate ozone precursors contributing to the ozone problem within the 

Sacramento Valley Air Basin. Area sources, such as residential wood burning stoves and fireplaces, are 

substantial sources of particulate matter. In order to bring the region into compliance with state and 

federal air pollutant standards, air districts use General Plans and similar planning documents to 

determine where and how future growth will occur within the region. When development occurs that is 

not consistent with the intensity of development presented in a General Plan or if it was not previously 

accounted for, it is assumed that the emissions associated with that development are unaccounted for in 

the State Implementation Plan (SIP), which could hinder the region’s ability to come into compliance with 

state and federal air pollutant standards. The Proposed Action and all alternatives are included in current 

growth forecasts for the Roseville area but were not included in growth forecasts used in preparation of 

the most recent SIP. Therefore, unmitigated emissions associated with operation and occupancy of the 

Proposed Action and all alternatives and buildout of cumulative development would directly adversely 

affect the region’s ability to achieve compliance with air quality standards. 

Mitigation measures are available that would partially mitigate the amount of emissions generated by the 

Proposed Action and all alternatives. In addition, the Proposed Action would also be subject to a variety 

of policies that would promote the use of alternative forms of transportation and pedestrian access to 

commercial and office uses within the project site. However, even with mitigation, the emissions would 

be substantial and the Proposed Action and all alternatives would make a substantial contribution to the 

cumulative effect on regional air quality. 

Climate Change 

The evaluation of climate change effects in this EIS presents the greenhouse gas emissions associated with 

the construction and operation of the Proposed Action and all alternatives. The environmental effect from 

the operational greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions for the Proposed Action and all alternatives would be 

significant. Mitigation is proposed that would partially mitigate this effect but not to a less than 

significant level. 

Noise 

The noise analysis in this EIS addresses the potential for noise from construction and operational sources 

such as automobile traffic and area sources to substantially increase ambient noise levels so as to 

adversely affect noise sensitive receptors. Motor vehicle traffic is a major contributor to the existing noise 

environment in the project region, especially along Baseline Road, Fiddyment Road, and Pleasant Grove 

Boulevard where ambient noise levels range from about 65 to 66 A-weighted decibels (dB(A)) day-night 
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average noise level (Ldn). Ambient noise levels at the project site are approximately 49 dB(A) Ldn or 

lower. 

Construction activities associated with the on-site well for the Proposed Action and all alternatives would 

expose on- and off-site residents to elevated noise levels. This effect would be significant. Mitigation is 

proposed that would partially mitigate this effect but not to a less than significant level. 

Similarly, traffic associated with the Proposed Action and the alternatives would expose on- and off-site 

residents to excessive traffic noise. This effect would be significant. Mitigation is proposed that would 

mitigate the effect to on-site receptors, and would partially mitigate this effect on off-site receptors but 

not to a less than significant level. 

When combined with the construction and operational activities related to development of the West 

Roseville Specific Plan, Regional University, and Sierra Vista Specific Plan projects, several roadways 

adjacent to off-site receptors would have noise levels that exceed 60 dB Ldn from cumulative operational 

traffic under the Proposed Action and all on-site alternatives. Depending on the distance to residences at 

these locations, the exterior noise levels could exceed City standards under 2025 conditions (future 

conditions that include traffic from past, present, and other reasonably foreseeable future development in 

the area). Mitigation is proposed that would partially mitigate the exterior noise levels. However, in some 

off-site areas the mitigation is infeasible and the significant noise effect would not be eliminated at all 

affected locations. The cumulative effect on off-site receptors near major roadways would remain 

significant. 

The contribution of the Off-Site Alternative to cumulative traffic noise effects on off-site receptors would 

also be significant. 

Transportation and Traffic 

Traffic associated with the Proposed Action and all alternatives would result in significant effects at 

intersections and roadways in the City of Roseville. Mitigation is available that would require that the 

Applicant to pay the project’s fair share of the cost of necessary improvements to the affected 

intersections and roadway segments by paying traffic impact fees. However, the City of Roseville 

determined that some intersection improvements are not feasible. Therefore, these effects would remain 

significant. 

Traffic from the Proposed Action and all alternatives would result in significant effects to certain 

segments of Interstate 80, State Route 65, and State Route 70/99 which are already deficient facilities. 

Mitigation is proposed to reduce effects on affected state highway segments. However, the USACE does 

not have control over the required improvements to state highway facilities and there is no guarantee that 

improvements would be built within the timeframe of the Proposed Action or the alternatives. Therefore, 

the effects would remain significant. 
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Utilities and Service Systems 

The utilities analysis evaluated whether the Proposed Action or the alternatives would result in a 

demand for utilities or service systems such that the existing facilities would not have adequate capacity 

to serve the Proposed Action or an alternative as well as the projected buildout of the surrounding area, 

and substantial expansion of the service facilities would be required. 

The analysis shows that the implementation of the Proposed Action and all alternatives would result in 

the need for expanded landfill capacity and the expansion of the regional landfill could result in 

significant environmental effects. This effect would be significant. Mitigation is proposed that would 

partially mitigate this effect but not to a less than significant level. 

Water demand associated with buildout of the City’s General Plan and the Proposed Action (and the on-

site alternatives) would be supplied by existing and assured sources of water. As a matter of policy, the 

City of Roseville will not approve new specific plans or other projects absent sufficient water for buildout 

of such plans and projects. Nonetheless, any increase in water demand in a region that does not have 

adequate and assured water supplies for cumulative development has the potential to result in a 

significant cumulative effect on water resources. No mitigation measure that is within the control of the 

USACE is available to address the potentially significant cumulative effect. Therefore, the effect would be 

significant and unavoidable. 

Areas of Controversy and Issues to be Resolved 

Areas of Controversy 

NEPA regulations (40 CFR§ 1502.12) require that a summary of an EIS identify areas of controversy 

known to the lead agency, including issues raised by agencies and the public. During the public comment 

period for the Notice of Intent, one comment letter was received from the U.S. EPA. Appendix 1.0 of the 

Draft EIS includes the comment letter. In general, areas of potential controversy known to the USACE 

and the Applicant include project effects on biological resources, circulation (traffic and alternative 

transportation methods), air quality, land use concerns related to density and smart growth principles, 

hydrology and water quality, water supply, effects to groundwater supply, provision of public services, 

provision of infrastructure, alternatives analysis, and growth inducement. These issues were considered 

in the preparation of this Draft EIS and are addressed in the environmental impact analyses presented in 

Chapter 3.0 and Chapter 4.0, Other Statutory Requirements. 

Issues to be Resolved 

The USACE will need to determine whether to grant a permit for the Proposed Action pursuant to 

Section 404 of the Federal Clean Water Act (33 USC §1344). 

Intended Uses of the EIS 

The EIS will be used by the USACE in exercising its decision-making authority under Section 404 of the 

Federal Clean Water Act (33 USC § 1344). 
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Table ES-2 

Summary of Effects for Major Topics 

 

Resource Topic/Impact 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

No Action 

(NA) 

Alternatives 1 through 5 

(A1 through 5) 

Off-Site Alternative 

(OSA) 

Aesthetics 

Impact AES-1: Effect on Scenic 

Vistas 

PA, NA, A1 through 5, OSA 

No mitigation is feasible. 

SU SU SU SU 

Impact AES-2: Effect on Scenic 

Resources 

PA, NA, A1 through 5, OSA 

No mitigation is required. 

LTS LTS LTS LTS 

Impact AES-3: Degradation of 

Visual Character 

PA, NA, A1 through 5, OSA 

No mitigation is feasible. 

SU SU SU SU 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

No Action 

(NA) 

Alternatives 1 through 5 

(A1 through 5) 

Off-Site Alternative 

(OSA) 

Impact AES-4: Effects from New 

Sources of Light and Glare 

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) 

Mitigation Measure AES-4a: Site Lighting to Minimize Nuisance  

(Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives)  

Light-producing uses, such as ball fields, within the SVSP area [i.e., Westbrook project] shall be located and oriented to minimize visual impacts on adjacent residential areas. 

Lighting shall be shielded and designed to distribute light in the most effective and efficient manner, using the minimum amount of light to achieve the necessary illumination for 

the use, as defined by suggested lighting standards for competitive play.  

Mitigation Measure AES-4b: Use of Low Glare Materials for New Development  

(Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

In order to reduce the effects of daytime glare from development of commercial or office uses within the SVSP area [i.e., Westbrook project], building developers should make use, 

when feasible, of low-glare materials. 

Timing: Before approval of building permits for all phases 

Enforcement: City of Roseville Planning and Public Works Departments 

Cumulative Impact AES-1: Effect 

on Visual Resources 

PA, NA, A1 through 5, OSA 

No mitigation is feasible. 

SU SU SU SU 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

No Action 

(NA) 

Alternatives 1 through 5 

(A1 through 5) 

Off-Site Alternative 

(OSA) 

Agricultural Resources 

Impact AG-1: Conversion of 

Agricultural Land 

LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) 

Mitigation Measure AG-1: Agricultural Compensation  

(Applicability – No Action, Proposed Action, and All Alternatives) 

One acre of open space will be preserved within Placer County for each acre of open space impacted within the Specific Plan [i.e., Westbrook project] area. This is to be 

accomplished through the recordation of conservation easements that result in the formation of preserve lands (each a “mitigation property or “preserve site” and collectively, 

“mitigation lands” or “preserve lands”). For the purposes of assessing impacts associated with a specific development project, "open space" impacts shall include all land 

proposed to be developed for urban uses. For purposes of mitigation for the specific development project, the term "open space" shall include any and all undeveloped land 

proposed to be preserved by conservation easement or otherwise required by any governmental agency to be preserved for any reason, specifically including all lands preserved for 

habitat or agricultural mitigation as set forth below and lands in agricultural use. No additional agricultural mitigation is required beyond the 1:1 open space requirement noted 

above, as long as a substantial portion, as determined by the Planning Director, of the mitigation lands acquired are: (1) in agricultural production, (2) are undeveloped and have 

an NRCS soils classification of the same or greater value than lands being affected within the Specific Plan [i.e., Westbrook project] property at issue, or (3) are undeveloped and 

have the same or higher value CDC categorization as lands being affected within the Specific Plan [i.e., Westbrook project] property at issue. 

Timing: Before approval of final maps 

Enforcement: City of Roseville Planning Department 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

No Action 

(NA) 

Alternatives 1 through 5 

(A1 through 5) 

Off-Site Alternative 

(OSA) 

Impact AG-2: Compatibility with 

Adjacent Agricultural Uses 

LTS(am) LTS(am) LTS(am) LTS(am) 

Mitigation Measure AG-2: Deed Disclosure regarding Agricultural Use  

(Applicability – No Action, Proposed Action, and All Alternatives) 

In order to reduce potential conflicts between sensitive uses and agricultural uses, residential units within 100-feet of undeveloped parcels to the west of the SVSP area [i.e., 

Westbrook project] where agricultural uses exist shall be provided with a deed disclosure or similar notice approved by the City Attorney regarding the proximity and nature of 

neighboring potential agricultural uses. This disclosure shall be applied at the tentative map state to the affected properties. A written disclosure shall be supplied to the property 

purchaser or renter by the vendor prior to the completion of the purchase or rental agreement, until such time that the uses are converted to urban development. The text of the 

disclosure language shall be approved by the City Attorney. 

Timing: Before approval of final maps 

Enforcement: City of Roseville Planning Department 

Cumulative Impact AG-1: 

Conversion of Important Farmland 

PA, NA, A1 through 5, OSA 

Implement Mitigation Measure 

AG-1. 

LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) 



 Executive Summary 

Impact Sciences, Inc. ES-13 Westbrook Draft EIS 

USACE #200500938  May 2013 

Resource Topic/Impact 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

No Action 

(NA) 

Alternatives 1 through 5 

(A1 through 5) 

Off-Site Alternative 

(OSA) 

Air Quality 

Impact AQ-1: Emissions Associated 

with Construction 

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) 

Mitigation Measure AQ-1: Dust and Construction Control Measures  

(Applicability – No Action, Proposed Action, and All Alternatives) 

In accordance with the Placer County Air Pollution Control District (PCAPCD), the Applicant shall comply with all applicable rules and regulations as listed above (e.g., Rule 

202, 218 and 228). In addition, prior to the approval of a discretionary permit, the Applicant shall implement the following measures unless superseded by state or other more 

stringent standards: 

The following mitigation measures shall be implemented to reduce short-term construction-related air quality impacts. In addition, dust control measures are required to be 

implemented by all projects in accordance with the City of Roseville Grading Ordinance, and the PCAPCD Fugitive Dust Rule 228. 

 Applicant shall submit to PCAPCD a Construction Emission/Dust Control Plan within 30 days prior to groundbreaking. The Applicant shall provide evidence that a 

plan was submitted to PCAPCD to the City. If the PCAPCD does not respond within 20 days, the plan shall be considered approved. The plan must address the 

minimum requirements found in section 300 and 400 of District Rule 228, Fugitive Dust (www.placer.ca.gov/airpollution/airpolut.htm). The Applicant shall keep a 

hard or electronic copy of Rule 228, Fugitive Dust on site for reference. 

 The Construction Emission/Dust Control Plan shall include a comprehensive inventory (i.e., make, model, year, emission rating) of all heavy-duty off-road equipment 

(50 horsepower (HP) of greater) that will be used an aggregate of 40 or more hours for the construction project. The project representative shall provide PCAPCD with 

the anticipated construction timeline including start date, and name and phone number of the project manager and on-site foreman. The plan shall demonstrate that the 

heavy-duty (> 50 HP) off-road vehicles to be used in the construction project, including owned, leased and subcontractor vehicles, will achieve a project wide fleet-

average 20 percent NOX reduction and 45 percent particulate reduction compared to the most recent ARB fleet average. PCAPCD shall be contacted for average fleet 

emission data. Acceptable options for reducing emissions may include use of late model engines, low-emission diesel products, alternative fuels, engine retrofit 

technology, after-treatment products, and/or other options as they become available. Contractors can access the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management 

District’s web site to determine if their off-road fleet meets the requirements listed in this measure. 

(http://www.airquality.org/ceqa/Construction_Mitigation_Calculator.xls) 

The following measures are also included to reduce construction-related ROG, NOx, PM10 and PM2.5 emissions: 

 All construction equipment shall be maintained in good operating condition. Contractor shall ensure that all construction equipment is being properly serviced and 

maintained as per the manufacturer’s specifications. Maintenance records shall be available at the construction site for verification. This measure will reduce 

combustion emissions of all criteria air pollutants. 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

No Action 

(NA) 

Alternatives 1 through 5 

(A1 through 5) 

Off-Site Alternative 

(OSA) 

 Prior to the issuance of any grading permits, the Applicant shall submit construction plans denoting the proposed schedule and projected equipment use. Construction 

contractors shall provide evidence that low emission mobile construction will be used, or that their use was investigated and found to be infeasible for the project. Low 

emission equipment is defined as meeting the California Air Resources Board’s Tier III standards. Contractors shall also conform to any construction measures imposed 

by the PCAPCD as well as City Planning Staff. This measure will primarily reduce ROG, NOx, PM10, and PM2.5 exhaust emissions. 

 Paints and coating shall be applied either by hand or by high volume, low-pressure spray. This measure will reduce evaporative ROG emissions. 

 All construction shall comply with the following measures to reduce fugitive dust related emissions of PM10 and PM2.5: 

 Maintain a minimum 24-inch freeboard on soil haul trucks or cover payloads using tarps or other suitable means. 

 Suspend grading operations during high winds (greater than 15 mph). 

 Sweep streets as necessary if silt is carried off-site to adjacent public thoroughfares or occurs as a result of hauling. 

 Dispose of surplus excavated material in accordance with local ordinances and use sound engineering practices. 

 Schedule activities to minimize the amounts of exposed excavated soil during and after the end of work periods. 

 Phase grading into smaller areas to prevent the susceptibility of larger areas to erosion over extended periods of time. 

 Pave or apply gravel to any on-site haul roads. 

 Reestablish ground cover on the construction site through seeding and water. 

 Clean earth moving construction equipment with water or sweep clean, once per day, or as necessary (e.g., when moving on-site), consistent with National 

Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Best Management Practices and the Roseville Grading Ordinance. Water shall be applied to control dust as needed to 

prevent dust impacts off-site. Operational water truck(s), shall be on-site, as required, to control fugitive dust. Construction vehicles leaving the site shall be 

cleaned, as needed, to prevent dust, silt, mud, and dirt from being released or tracked off-site. 

 Spread soil binders on unpaved roads and employee/equipment parking areas. Soil binders shall be non-toxic in accordance with state and local regulations. Apply 

approved chemical soil stabilizers, or vegetated mats, etc. according to manufacturers’ specifications, to all-inactive construction areas (previously graded areas 

which remain inactive for 96 hours). 

 Minimize diesel idling time to a maximum of 5 minutes. 

 Utilize existing power sources (e.g., power poles) or clean fuel generators rather than temporary diesel power generators, if feasible. 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

No Action 

(NA) 

Alternatives 1 through 5 

(A1 through 5) 

Off-Site Alternative 

(OSA) 

 An applicant representative, ARB-certified to perform Visible Emissions Evaluations (VEE), shall routinely (i.e., once per week) evaluate project related off-road 

and heavy-duty on-road equipment emissions for compliance with this requirement for projects grading more than 20 acres in size, regardless of how many acres 

are to be disturbed daily. 

 Construction equipment exhaust emissions shall not exceed the PCAPCD Visible Emissions Rule 202. Fugitive dust is not to exceed 40 percent opacity and not go 

beyond property boundary at any time. Operators of vehicles and equipment found to exceed opacity limits are to be immediately notified and the equipment must 

be repaired within 72 hours. 

The City of Roseville is currently working with the Placer County Pollution Control District to update the standard mitigation measures. The following measures will likely be 

required at the time specific development is proposed. 

1a. Prior to approval of Grading/plans the Applicant shall submit a Construction Emission/Dust Control Plan to the Placer County APCD. The plan must be submitted 

by certified mail, or receive a date stamp or other submittal proof. This plan must address the minimum Administrative Requirements found in section 300 and 400 of 

APCD Rule 228, Fugitive Dust. The Applicant shall not break ground prior to receiving APCD approval of the Construction Emission/Dust Control Plan. If the 

Applicant has submittal proof of submittal and no response is received from the District within 20 working days the plan shall be deemed complete, and construction 

may begin. 

1b. Include the following standard note on the Improvement/Grading Plan: The prime contractor shall submit to the District a comprehensive inventory (i.e., make, model, 

year, emission rating) of all the heavy-duty off-road equipment (50 horsepower of greater) that will be used an aggregate of 40 or more hours for the construction 

project. If any new equipment is added after submission of the inventory, the prime contractor shall contact the APCD prior to the new equipment being utilized. At 

least three business days prior to the use of subject heavy-duty off-road equipment, the project representative shall provide the District with the anticipated construction 

timeline including start date, and name and phone number of the property owner, project manager, and on-site foreman. 

1c. Prior to approval of Grading/Improvement Plans, the Applicant shall provide a plan to the Placer County APCD for approval by the District demonstrating that the 

heavy-duty (> 50 horsepower) off-road vehicles to be used in the construction project, including owned, leased and subcontractor vehicles, will achieve a project wide 

fleet-average 20 percent NOx reduction and 45 percent particulate reduction compared to the most recent CARB fleet average. Acceptable options for reducing 

emissions may include use of late model engines, low-emission diesel products, alternative fuels, engine retrofit technology, after-treatment products, and/or other 

options as they become available. 

2. Include the following standard note on the Improvement/Grading Plan: If required by the Public Works Department, the contractor shall hold a preconstruction 

meeting prior to grading activities. The contractor shall invite the Placer County APCD to the pre-construction meeting in order to discuss the construction 

emission/dust control plan with employees and/or contractors. 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

No Action 

(NA) 

Alternatives 1 through 5 

(A1 through 5) 

Off-Site Alternative 

(OSA) 

3. Prior to building permit approval, the Applicant shall show, on the plans submitted to the Building Department, that electrical outlets shall be installed on the exterior 

walls of both the front and back of all residences or all commercial buildings to promote the use of electric landscape maintenance equipment. 

4. Prior to building permit approval, the Applicant shall show, on the plans submitted to the Building Department, provisions for construction of new residences, and 

where natural gas is available, the installation of a gas outlet for use with outdoor cooking appliances, such as a gas barbecue or outdoor recreational fire pits. 

5. Prior to building permit approval, in accordance with District Rule 225, only USEPA Phase II certified wood burning devices shall be allowed in single-family 

residences. The emission potential from each residence shall not exceed a cumulative total of 7.5 grams per hour for all devices. Masonry fireplaces shall have either an 

EPA certified Phase II wood burning device or shall be a UL Listed Decorative Gas Appliance. (Rule 225) 

6. Wood burning or Pellet appliances shall not be permitted in multi-family developments. Only natural gas or propane fired fireplace appliances are permitted. These 

appliances shall be clearly delineated on the Floor Plans submitted in conjunction with the Building Permit application. (Rule 225/section 302.2) 

7. Prior to the issuance of a Building Permit, the Applicant shall show that all flat roofs with parapets shall include a white or silver cap sheet to reduce energy demands. 

8. Diesel trucks shall be prohibited from idling more than 5 minutes. Prior to the issuance of a Building Permit, the Applicant shall show that all truck loading and 

unloading docks shall be equipped with one 110/208 volt power outlet for every two dock doors. Diesel Trucks idling for more than 5 minutes shall be required to 

connect to the 110/208 volt power to run any auxiliary equipment. 2-foot x 3-foot signage which indicates “Diesel engine Idling Limited to a Maximum of 5 Minutes” 

shall be shown on the building elevations and shall be submitted to the Placer County APCD prior to the issuance of Building Permits for the project. 

9. Prior to approval of Improvement Plans, an enforcement plan shall be established, and submitted to the APCD for review, in order to evaluate project-related on-and-

off- road heavy-duty vehicle engine emission opacities on a weekly basis, using standards as defined in California Code of Regulations, Title 13, Sections 2180–2194. 

An Environmental Coordinator, hired by the prime contractor or property owner, and who is CARB-certified to perform Visible Emissions Evaluations (VEE), shall 

routinely evaluate project related off-road and heavy duty on-road equipment emissions for compliance with this requirement. Operators of vehicles and equipment 

found to exceed opacity limits will be notified by APCD and the equipment must be repaired within 72 hours. (California Code of Regulations, Title 13, Sections 2180–

2194). 

PCAPCD Rules (Existing District requirements to be added as construction notes or referenced in conditions of approval) 

New Standard Condition of Approval (for all projects): The project shall comply with all applicable Placer County Air Pollution Control District rules and regulations, 

and shall obtain applicable permits and/or clearances from the District prior to the start of construction. 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

No Action 

(NA) 

Alternatives 1 through 5 

(A1 through 5) 

Off-Site Alternative 

(OSA) 

The following air quality notes shall be added to the grading and/or improvement plans: 

 The contractor shall use CARB ultra low sulfur diesel fuel for all diesel– powered equipment. In addition, low sulfur fuel shall be utilized for all stationary equipment. 

(California Standards for Motor Vehicle Diesel Fuel, title 13, article 4.8, chapter 9, California Code of Regulations). 

 Processes that discharge 2 pounds per day or more of air contaminants, as defined by Health and Safety Code Section 39013, to the atmosphere may require a permit. 

Permits are required for both construction and operation. Developers/contractors should contact the District prior to construction and obtain any necessary permits 

prior to the issuance of a Building Permit. (Rule 501) 

 Pursuant to the Placer County Air Pollution Control District Rule 501, General Permit Requirements, the proposed project may need a permit from the District prior 

to construction. In general, any engine greater than 50 brake horsepower or any boiler with heat greater than 1,000,000 Btu per hour shall require a permit issued by 

the District. (Rule 501) 

 All on-site stationary equipment which is classified as 50 hp or greater shall either obtain a state issued portable equipment permit or a Placer County APCD issued 

portable equipment permit. (California Portable Equipment Registration Program, Section 2452). 

 The contractor shall utilize existing power sources (e.g., power poles) or clean fuel generators rather than temporary diesel power generators if feasible. 

 During construction, the contractor shall minimize idling time to a maximum of 5 minutes for all diesel-powered equipment. 

 During construction, traffic speeds on all unpaved surfaces shall be limited to 15 miles per hour or less. (Rule 228/section 401.2) 

Timing: Before the approval of grading plans and throughout project construction, as appropriate for all project phases. 

Enforcement: City of Roseville Public Works and Planning Departments, Placer County Air Pollution Control District 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

No Action 

(NA) 

Alternatives 1 through 5 

(A1 through 5) 

Off-Site Alternative 

(OSA) 

Impact AQ-2: Criteria Pollutant 

Emissions Associated with 

Occupancy/Operation 

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) 

Mitigation Measure AQ-2: Project Measures to Reduce Operational Emissions  

(Applicability – No Action, Proposed Action, and All Alternatives) 

Following receipt of an application for a Tentative Maps (excluding the large lot subdivision map), Design Review Permit, conditional use permits and/or all discretionary 

permits, as found to be in compliance with the 30 percent reduction analysis applicable for individual projects with the Specific Plan [i.e., Westbrook project], the City will 

forward an early consultation notice to the Placer County Air Pollution Control District (PCAPD). Where the PCAPD provides comments on a specific development proposal, 

the City shall consult with PCAPD and the developer to incorporate measures recommended by the PCAPD and agreed to by the City into the project. Where the PCAPD does 

not provide comment on a specific development proposal, the City shall incorporate measures that reduce vehicle emissions and operation emissions from the proposed 

development. This measure will be implemented through project design, conditions of approval, noticing, and disclosure statements, or through the City’s plan check and 

inspection processes. This process is intended to ensure that best available and practical approaches are used to reduce operational emissions in specific tentative map and design 

review permit applications. The following is a listing of measures that shall be implemented for the purpose of reducing vehicle and operational emissions. 

 Provide tree plantings that meet or exceed the requirements of the City’s Community Design Guidelines to provide shading of buildings and parking lots. 

 Landscape with native drought-resistant plants (ground covers, shrubs, and trees) with particular consideration of plantings that are not reliant on gas-powered 

landscape maintenance equipment. 

 Require all flat roofs on non-residential structures to have a white or silver cap sheet to reduce energy demand. 

 Provide conductive/inductive electric vehicle charging station and signage prohibiting parking for non-electric vehicles within designated spaces within non-residential 

developments. 

 Provide vanpool parking only spaces and preferential parking for carpools to accommodate carpools and vanpools in employment areas (e.g., community commercial, 

business-professional uses) 

 All truck loading and unloading docks shall be equipped with one 110/208 volt power outlet for every two-dock doors. Signs shall be posted stating “Diesel trucks are 

prohibited from idling more than 5 minutes and trucks requiring auxiliary power shall connect to the 110/208-volt outlets to run auxiliary equipment.” 

 Design streets to maximize pedestrian access to transit stops. 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

No Action 

(NA) 

Alternatives 1 through 5 

(A1 through 5) 

Off-Site Alternative 

(OSA) 

 Require site design to maximize access to transit lines, to accommodate bus travel, and to provide lighted shelters at transit access points. 

 Develop the plan consistent with the higher residential densities (within approved residential density ranges of zone) provided around the village nodes and transit 

corridors. 

 Include photovoltaic systems in project design and/or participate in Roseville Electric incentive programs for energy-efficient development where feasible. 

Measures for Detached Single-Family Residences: 

 Require electrical outlets be installed on the exterior walls of both the front and back of residences to promote the use of electric landscape maintenance equipment. 

 Require installation of a gas outlet in the rear of residential buildings for use of outdoor cooking appliances, such as gas burning barbeques. 

 Require installation of low nitrogen oxide (NOx) hot water heaters (beyond District Rule 246 requirements) 

 Provide notice to homebuyers of incentive and rebate programs available through Roseville Electric or other providers that encourage the purchase of electric landscape 

maintenance equipment. 

Prior to approval of Tentative Maps provide notice to homebuyers through CC&Rs or other mechanisms to inform them that only gas fireplaces would be permitted. Where 

propane or natural gas service is not available, only EPA Phase II certified wood-burning devices shall be allowed in single-family residences. The emission potential from each 

residence shall not exceed 7.5 grams per hour. Woodburning or Pellet appliances shall not be permitted in multi-family developments. 

Timing: Before the approval of grading plans and throughout project construction, as appropriate for all project phases. 

Enforcement: City of Roseville Public Works and Planning Departments, Placer County Air Pollution Control District 

Impact AQ-3: CO Hotspots 

PA, NA, A1 through 5, OSA 

No mitigation is required. 

LTS LTS LTS LTS 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

No Action 

(NA) 

Alternatives 1 through 5 

(A1 through 5) 

Off-Site Alternative 

(OSA) 

Impact AQ-4: Exposure to Toxic Air 

Contaminants 

LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) 

Mitigation Measure AQ-4: Risk Assessment and Site Specific Measures  

(Applicability – No Action, Proposed Action, and All Alternatives) 

Users that could generate toxic air contaminants will be required to submit a Permit to Operate to the PCAPCD. The District will review the use and if a proposed project would 

cause the combined emissions of TACs to exceed the risk standard of 10 in 1 million at residences or public uses (schools, parks, etc.), additional modeling and/or environmental 

review would be required to demonstrate emissions from that use or other uses would be reduced so that the standard is not exceeded. For example, an Applicant could propose to 

retrofit an existing operation in order to lower the total TAC emissions in the SVSP [i.e., Westbrook project] area. 

Timing: Before the approval of grading plans and throughout project construction, as appropriate for all project phases. 

Enforcement: City of Roseville Public Works and Planning Departments, Placer County Air Pollution Control District 

Impact AQ-5: Exposure to 

Objectionable Odors 

PA, NA, A1 through 5, OSA 

No mitigation is required. 

NE NE NE NE 

Cumulative Impact AQ-1: Effects 

from Criteria Pollutant Emissions 

PA, NA, A1 through 5, OSA 

Implement Mitigation Measure 

AQ-1. 

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) 

Biological Resources 

Impact BIO-1: Loss of Wetlands 

through Direct Removal, Filling, 

Hydrological Interruption or Other 

Means 

NA 

No mitigation is required. 

LTS(m) NE LTS(m) LTS(m) 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

No Action 

(NA) 

Alternatives 1 through 5 

(A1 through 5) 

Off-Site Alternative 

(OSA) 

Mitigation Measure BIO-1a: Restoration and/or Establishment of Wetlands and Other Waters of the U.S.  

(Applicability – Proposed Action, Alternatives 1 through 5, and Off-Site Alternative) 

Prior to the approval of the Record of Decision for the Proposed Action, in order to mitigate for the unavoidable loss of wetlands and other waters of the U.S., the Applicant shall 

develop a compensatory mitigation and monitoring plan that will consist of restoration or and establishment of aquatic resources on the project site and purchase of vernal pool 

and seasonal wetlands creation/restoration credits, and/or provide permittee-responsible restoration at an off-site location. This plan shall be implemented prior to or concurrent 

with the occurrence of impacts. The mitigation and monitoring plan shall include plans for the restoration or establishment of aquatic habitat to adequately offset and replace the 

aquatic functions and services that would be lost within the project area, and contain an adequate margin of safety to reflect anticipated success, as well as identify any off-site 

locations proposed for compensatory mitigation and/or identify the mitigation bank proposed to be used and the credits of each habitat type proposed to be purchased. Any 

mitigation bank proposed to be used shall be located within Placer County and shall include the project site within its service area. In addition, in order to reduce cumulative 

impacts within the area, the Applicant shall attempt to identify and utilize a mitigation bank located within the same watershed as the proposed impacts. The submitted 

mitigation and monitoring plan shall include the mitigation location and design drawings, vegetation plans, including target species to be planted, and final success criteria, and 

shall be presented in the format of current guidance (e.g., USACE Sacramento District’s “Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Proposal Guidelines,” dated December 30, 2004, 

USACE regulations at 33 CFR 332, etc.). The compensatory mitigation plan shall ensure no net loss of wetland functions and services of all aquatic resources that would be 

removed, lost, and/or degraded as a result of implementing the proposed project or any alternative.  

Within the Record of Decision for the proposed action, the USACE shall document its determination regarding the appropriate amount and type of restoration or establishment 

required to ensure no net loss of aquatic resource functions and services, based on a number of factors, including the functions of the resources being impacted, the difficulty of 

replacing the specific resource, uncertainty and risk of failure, indirect impacts and temporal loss. Any approval of a final mitigation and monitoring plan by the USACE shall 

include requirements for site protection, the implementation of appropriate financial assurances and monitoring of the creation and/or restoration areas in accordance with 

applicable regulations and guidance. 

Timing: Throughout project construction, as appropriate for all project phases.  

Enforcement: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

No Action 

(NA) 

Alternatives 1 through 5 

(A1 through 5) 

Off-Site Alternative 

(OSA) 

Mitigation Measure BIO-1b: Preservation of On-Site and Off-Site Wetlands and Other Waters of the U.S.  

(Applicability – Proposed Action, Alternatives 1 through 5, and Off-Site Alternative) 

All wetlands and other waters of the U.S. and any vegetated buffers avoided on the project site shall be placed into a separate “preserve” parcel prior to construction activities 

within waters of the U.S. Prior to the Record of Decision for the proposed action, the Applicant shall develop and submit to the USACE, for review and approval, a specific and 

detailed preserve management plan for the on-site preservation and avoidance areas. The plan shall describe in detail any activities that are proposed within the preserve areas 

and the long term funding and maintenance and monitoring of each of the preserve areas. The Applicant shall not construct any roads, utility lines, outfalls, trails, benches, 

firebreaks or other structure, and shall not conduct any grading, mowing, grazing, planting, discing, pesticide use, burning, or other activities within any on-site or off-site 

preserve areas without specific, advanced written approval from the USACE. The Applicant shall install temporary fencing around preserved wetlands to avoid inadvertent 

impacts from ongoing construction near preserved wetlands. No roads, utility lines, outfalls, trails, benches, firebreaks or other structure shall be constructed within the on-site 

or off-site preserve areas, unless specifically approved by the USACE. Any preserve areas that are located on-site or that are off-site turnkey preservation areas located within the 

City of Roseville shall be subject to management by the City of Roseville under the City’s Open Space Preserve Overarching Management Plan. 

Prior to the Record of Decision for the Proposed Action, the Applicant shall develop and submit to the USACE, for review and approval, a specific and detailed preserve 

management plan for any proposed off-site preservation and on-site avoidance areas. The plan shall describe in detail any activities that are proposed within the preserve areas 

and the long term funding and maintenance and monitoring of each of the preserve areas.  

Within the Record of Decision for the Proposed Action, the USACE shall document its determination on whether any required on-site preservation or any proposed off-site 

preservation is an appropriate method of compensatory mitigation to offset unavoidable impacts to aquatic resources on the project site. If the USACE determines that 

preservation of on-site or off-site aquatic resources is appropriate to utilize as compensatory mitigation, the USACE will determine the amount and type of preservation required 

to ensure no net loss of aquatic resource functions and services, based on a number of factors, including the functions of the resources being impacted, the difficulty of replacing 

the specific resource, uncertainty and risk of failure, indirect impacts and temporal loss. Any approval of a long-term management plan by the USACE shall include 

requirements for site protection, the implementation of appropriate financial assurances and monitoring of the preserve areas in accordance with applicable regulations and 

guidance. 

Timing: Before the approval of the Record of Decision and throughout project construction, as appropriate for all project phases.  

Enforcement: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

No Action 

(NA) 

Alternatives 1 through 5 

(A1 through 5) 

Off-Site Alternative 

(OSA) 

Impact BIO-2: Effects on Listed 

Vernal Pool Invertebrates and 

Their Habitat 

LTS(m) SU(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) 

Mitigation Measure BIO-2a: Secure Take Authorization for Federally Listed Vernal Pool Invertebrates  

(Applicability – No Action) 

No project construction shall proceed in areas supporting potential habitat for federally listed vernal pool invertebrates or within adequate buffer areas (generally 250-feet from 

habitat) until a biological opinion (BO) and incidental take permit has been issued by the USFWS. 

Timing: Before the approval of any grading or improvement plans, before any ground-disturbing activities within 250 feet of said habitat, and on an ongoing 

basis throughout construction as applicable for all project phases. 

Enforcement: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; City of Roseville Planning Department 

Mitigation Measure BIO-2b: Secure Take Authorization for Federally Listed Vernal Pool Invertebrates and Implement Permit Conditions  

(Applicability – Proposed Action, Alternatives 1 through 3, and Off-Site Alternative) 

No project construction shall proceed in areas supporting potential habitat for federally listed vernal pool invertebrates or within adequate buffer areas (generally 250-feet from 

habitat) until a biological opinion (BO) and incidental take statement has been issued by the USFWS. The USACE will consult with the USFWS under Section 7 of the 

Endangered Species Act and if the USACE determines DA permits will be issued for impacts to habitat on the project site or alternative site, the BO conditions shall be 

incorporated into the terms and conditions of the DA permits. The Applicant shall abide by permit conditions (including conservation and minimization measures) intended to 

be completed before on-site construction.  

The Applicant will not be required to complete this mitigation measure for direct or indirect impacts that have already been mitigated to the satisfaction of USFWS through 

another BO or mitigation plan.  

Timing: Before the approval of any grading or improvement plans, before any ground-disturbing activities within 250 feet of said habitat, and on an ongoing 

basis throughout construction as applicable for all project phases. 

Enforcement: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District; U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; City of Roseville Planning Department 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

No Action 

(NA) 

Alternatives 1 through 5 

(A1 through 5) 

Off-Site Alternative 

(OSA) 

Impact BIO-3: Effects on Federally 

Listed Plant Species 

PA, NA, A1 through 5, OSA 

No mitigation is required. 

LTS LTS LTS LTS 

Impact BIO-4: Effects on Federally 

Listed Amphibian and Reptile 

Species 

PA, NA, A1 through 5 

No mitigation is required. 

LTS LTS LTS LTS(m) 

Mitigation Measure BIO-4: Giant Garter Snake Impact Mitigation  

(Applicability – Off-Site Alternative) 

No project construction shall proceed in areas containing potential habitat for giant garter snake until a biological opinion (BO) and an incidental take permit has been issued by 

USFWS. The USACE will consult with the USFWS under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act and the BO conditions shall be incorporated into the terms and conditions of 

the DA permit. The Applicant shall abide by permit conditions (including conservation and minimization measures) intended to be completed before construction.  

Timing: Before the approval of any grading or improvement plans or any ground-disturbing activity within 100 feet of Giant Garter Snake habitat as applicable 

for all project phases. 

Enforcement: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; California Department of Fish and Wildlife; City of Roseville Planning Department 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

No Action 

(NA) 

Alternatives 1 through 5 

(A1 through 5) 

Off-Site Alternative 

(OSA) 

Impact BIO-5: Effects on Valley 

Elderberry Longhorn Beetle 

PA, NA, A1 through 5 

No mitigation is required. 

LTS LTS LTS LTS(m) 

Mitigation Measure BIO-5: Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle (VELB)  

(Applicability – Off-Site Alternative) 

Prior to any ground disturbing or construction activities on the alternative site, the Applicant shall conduct pre-construction surveys of the entire property for the presence of 

elderberry shrubs and submit the results to the USACE and USFWS for review. For any impacts within 100 feet (30 meters) of an identified elderberry shrub, the Applicant 

shall consult with the USFWS. The Applicant shall install and maintain a 4-foot-high construction fence around the perimeter of the elderberry shrub. No grading or any other 

ground disturbing activities shall be conducted within the fenced protected area without prior verification that the requirements of the USFWS have been satisfied, including the 

issuance of any necessary permits.  

The Applicant shall avoid and protect the VELB habitat (elderberry stalks 1 inch in diameter or greater) where feasible. Where avoidance is infeasible, the Applicant shall develop 

and implement a VELB mitigation plan in accordance with the most current USFWS mitigation guidelines for unavoidable take of VELB habitat pursuant to Section 7 of the 

Federal Endangered Species Act. The mitigation plan shall include, but might not be limited to, relocation of elderberry shrubs, planting of elderberry shrubs, and monitoring of 

relocated and planted elderberry shrubs.  

Timing: Before the approval of any grading or improvement plans or any ground-disturbing activity within 100 feet of VELB habitat as applicable for all project 

phases. 

Enforcement: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; California Department of Fish and Wildlife; City of Roseville Planning Department 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

No Action 

(NA) 

Alternatives 1 through 5 

(A1 through 5) 

Off-Site Alternative 

(OSA) 

Impact BIO-6: Effects on State 

Special-Status Plant and Wildlife 

Species 

LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) 

Mitigation Measure BIO-6: Relocate Western Spadefoot Toad  

(Applicability – No Action, Proposed Action, and All Alternatives)1 

The location of pools that are occupied by western spadefoot toad shall be determined through surveys conducted during the appropriate season (generally February) by a 

qualified biologist. Those pools that are found to support western spadefoot toad shall be avoided if feasible. If avoidance is not feasible, the CDFW2 shall be consulted for its 

recommendation with respect to an adult or larval or egg masses capture and relocation plan.  

Timing: Before the approval of any grading, improvement, or construction plans and before any ground-disturbing activity in any project development phase 

that contains vernal pools or other seasonal wetland habitats. 

Enforcement: City of Roseville Planning Department 

                                                        
1 This measure is substantially the same as Mitigation Measure 4.8-2 in the Sierra Vista Specific Plan EIR and was adopted by the City of Roseville at the time of 

project approval and will be enforced by the City. 

2 Effective January 1, 2013, California Department of Fish and Game is called California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

No Action 

(NA) 

Alternatives 1 through 5 

(A1 through 5) 

Off-Site Alternative 

(OSA) 

Impact BIO-7: Effects on Protected 

Raptor Species and Other Nesting 

Birds 

LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) 

Mitigation Measure BIO-7: Protection of Nesting Sites  

(Applicability – No Action, Proposed Action, and All Alternatives)3 

To ensure that fully protected bird and raptor species are not injured or disturbed by construction in the vicinity of nesting habitat, the Applicant shall implement the following 

measures: 

a) If a nest of a legally protected species is located in a tree designated for removal, the removal shall occur between August 30th and February 15th or until the adults and 

young of the year are no longer dependent on the nest site as determined by a qualified biologist. 

b) When feasible, all tree removal shall occur outside the nesting season to avoid the breeding season of any raptor species that could be using the area, and to discourage 

hawks from nesting in the vicinity of an upcoming construction area. 

c) For Swainson’s hawk, if avoidance of tree removal outside the breeding season is not feasible, and an active nest is present,  the Applicant shall obtain a 2081 permit 

from CDFW to mitigate for potential “take” under CESA. If no active nesting is occurring, a take permit would not be required. 

d) Prior to the beginning of mass grading, including grading for major infrastructure improvements, during the period between February 15th and August 30th, all trees 

and potential burrowing owl habitat within 350 feet (107 meters) of any grading or earthmoving activity shall be surveyed for active raptor nests or burrows by a 

qualified biologist no more than 30 days prior to disturbance. If active raptor nests or burrows are found, and the nest or burrow is within 350 feet (107 meters) of 

potential construction activity, a highly visible temporary fence shall be erected around the tree or burrow(s) at a distance of up to 350 feet (107 meters), depending on 

the species, from the edge of the canopy to prevent construction disturbance and intrusions on the nest area. 

e) Preconstruction and non-breeding season burrowing owl exclusion measures shall be developed in consultation with CDFW, and shall preclude burrowing owl 

occupation of the portions of the project site subject to disturbance such as grading.  

f) No construction vehicles shall be permitted within restricted areas (i.e., raptor protection zones) unless directly related to the management or protection of the legally 

protected species. 

Timing: Before the approval of grading and improvement plans, before any ground-disturbing activities, and during project construction as applicable for all 

project phases. 

Enforcement: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; City of Roseville Planning Department; California Department of Fish and Wildlife. 

                                                        
3 This measure is substantially the same as Mitigation Measure 4.8-3 in the Sierra Vista Specific Plan EIR and was adopted by the City of Roseville at the time of 

project approval and will be enforced by the City. 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

No Action 

(NA) 

Alternatives 1 through 5 

(A1 through 5) 

Off-Site Alternative 

(OSA) 

Impact BIO-8: Effects on State 

Special-Status Bats 

PA, NA, A1 through 5, OSA 

No mitigation is required. 

LTS LTS LTS LTS 

Impact BIO-9: Effects on Wildlife 

Movement 

PA, NA, A1 through 5, OSA 

No mitigation is required. 

LTS LTS LTS LTS 

Impact BIO-10: Loss of Riparian 

Habitat  

PA, NA, A1 through 5, OSA 

No mitigation is required. 

LTS LTS LTS LTS(m) 

Mitigation Measure BIO-10: Mitigation for Riparian Habitat Impact  

(Applicability – Off-site Alternative) 

In compliance with Section 1602 of the Fish and Game Code, the Applicant will enter into a Streambed Alteration Agreement which will require that any riparian habitat 

disturbed during construction of the sewer line will be restored and revegetated. 

Timing: Before the approval of grading and improvement plans, and during construction of sewer improvements. 

Enforcement: California Department of Fish and Wildlife; City of Roseville Planning Department 

Impact BIO-11: Effects on On-Site 

Fish Species 

PA, NA, A1 through 5, OSA 

No mitigation is required. 

LTS LTS LTS LTS 

Impact BIO-12: Effects on Fish 

Habitat from Water Diversions 

PA, NA, A1 through 5, OSA 

No mitigation is required. 

LTS LTS LTS LTS 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

No Action 

(NA) 

Alternatives 1 through 5 

(A1 through 5) 

Off-Site Alternative 

(OSA) 

Cumulative Impact BIO-1: Loss of 

Aquatic Resources 

PA, NA, A1 through 5, OSA 

No mitigation is required. 

LTS(am) LTS LTS(am) LTS(am) 

Cumulative Impact BIO-2: Loss of 

Vernal Pool Grassland Habitat 

PA, NA, A1 through 5, OSA 

No mitigation is required. 

LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) 

Cumulative Impact BIO-3: Effects 

on Wildlife Foraging and 

Movement Habitat 

PA, NA, A1 through 5, OSA 

No mitigation is required. 

LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) 

Climate Change 

Impact GHG-1: GHG Emissions 

due to Construction 

PA, NA, A1 through 5, OSA 

No mitigation is required. 

LTS(am) LTS(am) LTS(am) LTS(am) 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

No Action 

(NA) 

Alternatives 1 through 5 

(A1 through 5) 

Off-Site Alternative 

(OSA) 

Impact GHG-2: GHG Emissions 

due to Operation/Occupancy 

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) 

Mitigation Measure GHG-2a: Air Quality Measures  

(Applicability – No Action, Proposed Action, and All Alternatives) 

Implement Air Quality Mitigation Measure 4.4-1, listed in Section 4.4 Air Quality (Sierra Vista EIR), which would reduce operational and construction-related emissions of 

criteria air pollutants and precursors, and would also act to reduce GHG emissions associated with project construction and operation. Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 is relevant 

because both criteria air pollutant and GHG emissions are frequently associated with combustion byproducts. Certain measures are already components of the project (i.e., 

Specific Plan policies, design guidelines, and standards) and/or would be applied consistent with the City’s General Plan Policies, addressing GHG emissions and climate 

change, but are provided here for purposes of completeness. 

Mitigation Measure GHG-2b: Additional Measures to Reduce GHG Emissions  

(Applicability – No Action, Proposed Action, and All Alternatives) 

Each increment of new development within the project site requiring a discretionary approval (e.g., proposed tentative subdivision map, conditional use permit), shall 

demonstrate that GHG emissions from project construction and operation will be reduced by 30 percent from business-as- usual emissions levels projected for 2025. 

For each increment of new development, the City shall submit to the developer, a list of potentially feasible GHG reduction measures to be considered in the construction and 

design of that portion of the project. The City’s list of potentially feasible GHG reduction measures shall reflect the then-current state of the regulation of GHG emissions and 

climate change, which is expected to continue to evolve under the mandate of AB 32. The developer shall then submit to the City a mitigation plan that lists the measures selected 

to be implemented as part of the project and contains an analysis demonstrating the associated reduction in GHG emissions. The report shall also demonstrate why measures not 

selected are considered infeasible. The City shall review the mitigation report for the applicable increment of development and approve the report (with modifications, if considered 

necessary and feasible) prior to granting any requested discretionary approval for that increment of development. In determining what sort of measures should appropriately be 

imposed by a local government under the circumstances, the City shall consider the following factors: 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

No Action 

(NA) 

Alternatives 1 through 5 

(A1 through 5) 

Off-Site Alternative 

(OSA) 

 The extent to which rates of GHG emissions generated by motor vehicles traveling to, from, and within the project site are projected to decrease over time as a result of 

regulations, policies, and/or plans that have already been adopted or may be adopted in the future by the Air Resources Board (ARB) or other public agency pursuant to 

AB 32, or by EPA; 

 The extent to which mobile-source GHG emissions, which at the time of writing this EIR comprise a substantial portion of the state’s GHG inventory, can also be 

reduced through design measures that result in trip reductions and reductions in trip length; 

 The extent to which GHG emissions emitted by the mix of power generation operated by Roseville Electric, that will serve the project site, are projected to decrease 

pursuant to the Renewable Portfolio Standard required by SB 1078 and SB 107, as well as any future regulations, policies, and/or plans adopted by the federal and state 

governments that reduce GHG emissions from power generation; 

 The extent to which replacement of CCR Title 24 with the California Green Building Standards Code or other similar requirements will result in new buildings being 

more energy efficient and consequently more GHG efficient; 

 The extent to which any stationary sources of GHG emissions that would be operated on a proposed land use (e.g., industrial) are already subject to regulations, 

policies, and/or plans that reduce GHG emissions, particularly any future regulations that will be developed as part of ARB’s  implementation of AB 32, or other 

pertinent regulations on stationary sources that have the indirect effect of reducing GHG emissions; 

 The extent to which the feasibility of existing GHG reduction technologies may change in the future, and to which innovation in GHG reduction technologies will 

continue, affecting cost-benefit analyses that determine economic feasibility; and  

 Whether the total costs of proposed mitigation for GHG emissions, together with other mitigation measures, required for the proposed development, are so great that a 

reasonably prudent property owner would not proceed with the project in the face of such costs. 

In considering how much, and what kind of, mitigation is necessary in light of these factors, the City shall consider the following list of options, though the list is not intended to 

be exhaustive, as GHG reduction strategies and their respective feasibility are likely to evolve over time. These measures are derived from multiple sources including the 

Mitigation Measure Summary in Appendix B of the California Air Pollution Control Officer’s Association (CAPCOA) white paper, CEQA & Climate Change (CAPCOA 

2008), and the California Attorney General’s Office (2008). 



 Executive Summary 

Impact Sciences, Inc. ES-32 Westbrook Draft EIS 

USACE #200500938  May 2013 

Resource Topic/Impact 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

No Action 

(NA) 

Alternatives 1 through 5 

(A1 through 5) 

Off-Site Alternative 

(OSA) 

Energy Efficiency 

 Include clean alternative energy features to promote energy self-sufficiency (e.g., photovoltaic cells, solar thermal electricity systems, small wind turbines). 

 Design buildings to meet CEC Tier II requirements (e.g., exceeding the requirements of the Title 24 (as of 2007) by 35 percent). 

 Site buildings to take advantage of shade and prevailing winds and design landscaping and sun screens to reduce energy use. 

 Install efficient lighting in all buildings (including residential). Also install lighting control systems, where practical. Use daylight as an integral part of lighting 

systems in all buildings. 

 Install light-colored “cool” pavements, and strategically located shade trees along all bicycle and pedestrian routes. 

SVSP [i.e., Westbrook project] developers shall be encouraged incorporate “green building” points into the construction and design of all (additions of 25,000 square feet of 

office/retail commercial or 100,000 square feet of industrial floor area) projects that incorporate “green building” points in construction. Such points may be achieved through 

checklists identified by New Home Construction Green Building Guidelines available at www.builditgreen.org, or through a similar list that distinguishes specific measures 

targeting efficiencies in energy, resource use, or other measures that would also directly or indirectly result in GHG emission reductions. Specific efficiencies that would reduce 

GHG emissions shall be implemented where feasible, for all project areas including site design, landscaping, foundation, structural frame and building envelope, exterior 

finishing, plumbing, appliance use, insulation, heating, venting and air conditioning, building performance, use of renewable energy, finishes, and flooring.  

SVSP [i.e., Westbrook project] developers shall be encouraged to incorporate any combination of the following strategies to reduce heat gain for 50 percent of the non-roof 

impervious site landscape (including roads, sidewalks, courtyards, parking lots, and driveways) into the construction and design of all new (additions of 25,000 square feet of 

office/retail commercial) projects: 

 Shaded (Within five years of occupancy) 

 Paving materials with a Solar Reflective Index (SRI) of at least 29 

 Open grid pavement system (pavement that is less than 50 percent impervious and contains vegetation in the open cells) 

 Parking spaces under cover (defined as underground, under deck, under roof, or under building.) Any roof used to shade or cover parking should have an SRI of at least 

29. 

 Optional level of LEED certification, such as silver or gold which can allow for further reductions in energy consumption and GHG emissions. 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

No Action 

(NA) 

Alternatives 1 through 5 

(A1 through 5) 

Off-Site Alternative 

(OSA) 

Water Conservation and Efficiency 

The SVSP project [i.e., Westbrook project] includes water conservation as part of the project. In addition, the following should be considered: 

 With the exception of ornamental shade trees, use water-efficient landscapes with native, drought-resistant species in all public area and commercial landscaping. Use 

water-efficient turf in parks and other turf dependent spaces. 

 Install the infrastructure to use recycled water for landscape irrigation (part of the project). 

 Install water-efficient irrigation systems and devices, such as soil moisture-based irrigation controls. (Water Efficient Landscaping Ordinance) 

 Design buildings and lots to be water-efficient. Only install water-efficient fixtures and appliances (e.g., Ultra low-flow toilets, no flow urinals etc.). 

 Restrict watering methods (e.g., prohibit systems that apply water to non-vegetated surfaces) and control runoff. Prohibit businesses from using pressure washers for 

cleaning driveways, parking lots, sidewalks, and street surfaces unless required to mitigate health and safety concerns. These restrictions should be included in the 

Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions of the community. 

Solid Waste Measures 

 Reuse and recycle construction and demolition waste (including, but not limited to soil, vegetation, concrete, lumber, metal, and cardboard). 

 Provide interior and exterior storage areas for recyclables and green waste at all buildings. 

 Provide adequate recycling containers in public areas, including parks, school grounds, paseos, and pedestrian zones in areas of mixed-use development. 

 Provide education and publicity about reducing waste and available recycling services. 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

No Action 

(NA) 

Alternatives 1 through 5 

(A1 through 5) 

Off-Site Alternative 

(OSA) 

Transportation and Motor Vehicles 

 Promote ride sharing programs and employment centers (e.g., by designating a certain percentage of parking spaces for ride sharing vehicles, designating adequate 

passenger loading and unloading zones and waiting areas for ride share vehicles, and providing a web site or message board for coordinating ride sharing). 

 Provide the necessary facilities and infrastructure in all land use types to encourage the use of low or zero emission vehicles (e.g., electric vehicle charging facilities and 

conveniently located alternative fueling stations). 

 At commercial land uses, all forklifts, “yard trucks,” or vehicles that are predominately used on-site at non-residential land uses shall be electric-powered or powered by 

biofuels (such as biodiesel [B100]) that are produced from waste products, or shall use other technologies that do not rely on direct fossil fuel consumption. 

 Implement roundabouts. (30 percent intersection emissions reduction) 

 Provide the necessary facilities and infrastructure to encourage the use of low or zero-emission vehicles (e.g., electric vehicle charging facilities and conveniently located 

alternative fueling stations) (0.5 to 1.5 percent emissions reduction). 

 Prioritized parking within new commercial and retail areas shall be given to electric vehicles, hybrid vehicles, and alternative fuel vehicles. 

 Incorporate bicycle lanes, routes, and intersection improvements into street systems within the Specific Plan [i.e., Westbrook project] (1 percent emissions reduction). 

 For commercial land uses, provide adequate bicycle parking near building entrances to promote cyclist safety, security, and convenience (1 percent emissions 

reduction). 

 Create Class II bicycle lanes and walking paths directed to the location of schools, parks and other destination points (1 percent emissions reduction). 

 Encourage the public school districts to serve the project site with a student busing system, and/or enable students residing in the project to safely walk to or bicycle to 

school without encountering barriers such as large arterial roadways or sound walls. 

 Construction of transit facility/amenity (bus shelters, bicycle lockers/racks, etc.) for existing public and private transit (0.5 percent emissions reduction). 

 Provide secure bicycle storage at public parking facilities. 

Timing: Before the approval of all grading plans and construction, throughout project construction, and during project operation, where applicable. 

Enforcement: City of Roseville Planning Department 

Cultural Resources 

Impact CR-1: Potential to Damage 

Undiscovered Historic Properties or 

Human Remains during 

Construction 

LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

No Action 

(NA) 

Alternatives 1 through 5 

(A1 through 5) 

Off-Site Alternative 

(OSA) 

Mitigation Measure CR-1a: Discovery of Cultural Resources during Construction  

(Applicability –Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

Should any cultural resources, such as structural features, any amount of bone or shell, artifacts, human remains, or architectural remains, be encountered during any 

subsurface development activities, work shall be suspended within 100 feet (30 feet) of the find. The City of Roseville Planning and Public Works staff and the USACE staff shall 

be immediately notified. At that time, the City of Roseville and the USACE shall coordinate any necessary investigation of the site with qualified archaeologists as needed, to 

assess the resource (i.e., whether it is a historical resource, a unique archaeological resource, or a historic property) and provide proper management recommendations should 

potential impacts to the resources be found to be significant or adverse. Possible management recommendations for important resources could include resource avoidance or, 

where avoidance is infeasible in light of project design or layout to avoid significant (adverse) effects, data recovery excavations. The contractor shall implement any measures 

deemed feasible and necessary by the City and USACE staff, in consultation with the archaeologists and California State Historic Preservation Officer, as appropriate, to avoid or 

minimize significant (adverse) effects to the cultural resources. In addition, pursuant to Section 5097.98 or the State Public Resources Code, and Section 7050.5 of the State 

Health and Safety Code, in the event of the discovery of human remains, the County Coroner shall be immediately notified. If the remains are determined to be Native American, 

guidelines of the Native American Heritage Commission shall be adhered to in the treatment and disposition of the remains. 

Mitigation Measure CR-1b: Evaluation of Historic Resources for Eligibility and Appropriate Processing Under Section 106  

(Applicability – Off-Site Alternative) 

The USACE shall satisfy the requirements of Section 106 of the NHPA for the Off-Site Alternative by preparing a Programmatic Agreement (PA) which requires the following 

measures:  

 For each development phase of the specific plan and associated Federal permits and authorizations, the USACE, as the Federal Section 106 lead (or the USACE 

designee) shall prepare an APE map and shall consult with the SHPO on the APE.  

 Once the SHPO, the USACE, and other consulting parties agree on the project-specific APE, the USACE or permit Applicant (or designee, as directed by the USACE) 

shall perform an inventory of cultural resources in the phase-specific APE consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for Identification (48 

Federal Register [FR] 44720-23) and submit this inventory to the SHPO and any other relevant consulting parties for review as required under the PA. The same 

document shall evaluate identified resources for listing on the NRHP per NRHP criteria and the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for Evaluation 

(48 FR 44723-26).  
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Resource Topic/Impact 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

No Action 

(NA) 

Alternatives 1 through 5 

(A1 through 5) 

Off-Site Alternative 

(OSA) 

 Once the inventory is complete, the USACE (or designee, as directed by the USACE) shall prepare a Finding of Effect (FOE) to assess the effect of the buildout of the 

individual development phase upon identified historic properties by applying the Criteria of Adverse Effect pursuant to 36 CFR 800.5(a) (1). If the FOE identifies 

adverse effects, the project Applicant shall prepare treatment measures and protocols to minimize these impacts to the extent possible. These treatment measures shall be 

appended to the PA in a treatment plan prepared for the specific project development phase. Treatment measures may include, but are not limited to, avoidance and 

preservation in places where possible. Where avoidance is not possible or feasible, treatment shall consist of either: (1) recovery of a suitable sample of material from 

archaeological sites that have the potential to contribute to research, or (2) documentation of historic resources to capture their significance and relationship to 

important historical themes. Documentation of historical resources shall be performed according to the Historic American Building Survey or Historic American 

Engineering Record (HABS/HAER) specifications or an equivalent standard when existing architecture or engineered features are subject to adverse effects. Where 

appropriate, treatment plans may specify the preparation and circulation of interpretive brochures, narrative descriptions, and photographic documentation for the 

general public.  

Timing: Before the approval of all grading plans and construction, and throughout project construction. 

Enforcement: City of Roseville Planning Department 

Cumulative Impact CR-1: Damage 

to Historic Properties or Human 

Remains 

PA, NA, A1 through 5, OSA 

Implement Mitigation Measure 

CR-1. 

LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) 

Environmental Justice 

Impact EJ-1: Disproportionate 

Adverse Environmental Effects on 

Minority or Low-income 

Populations 

PA, NA, A1 through 5, OSA 

No mitigation is required. 

NE NE NE NE 

Impact EJ-2: Effect Related to 

Substantial Population Growth 

PA, NA, A1 through 5, OSA 

No mitigation is required. 

LTS LTS LTS LTS 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

No Action 

(NA) 

Alternatives 1 through 5 

(A1 through 5) 

Off-Site Alternative 

(OSA) 

Geology, Soils, and Minerals 

Impact GEO-1: Hazard associated 

with Seismic Ground-shaking 

PA, NA, A1 through 5, OSA 

No mitigation is required. 

LTS LTS LTS LTS 

Impact GEO-2: Hazard associated 

with Liquefaction 

PA, NA, A1 through 5, OSA 

No mitigation is required. 

LTS LTS LTS LTS 

Impact GEO-3: Hazard associated 

with Slope Failure 

PA, NA, A1 through 5, OSA 

No mitigation is required. 

LTS LTS LTS LTS 

Impact GEO-4: Potential Structural 

Damage due to Expansive Soils 

PA, NA, A1 through 5, OSA 

No mitigation is required. 

LTS LTS LTS LTS 

Impact GEO-5: Effect on Mineral 

Resources 

PA, NA, A1 through 5, OSA 

No mitigation is required. 

LTS LTS LTS LTS 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

No Action 

(NA) 

Alternatives 1 through 5 

(A1 through 5) 

Off-Site Alternative 

(OSA) 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials  

Impact HAZ-1: Exposure to Soil or 

Groundwater Contamination from 

Past Uses 

LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) 

Mitigation Measure HAZ-1: Soil and Groundwater Contamination  

(Applicability –Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

Prior to site development in the SVSP, recommended testing and remediation, if needed shall occur. Groundwater wells shall be properly closed. 

If evidence of soil contamination, septic tanks, or other underground storage tanks are encountered in previously unidentified locations in the SVSP area, work shall cease until 

the area can be tested, and if necessary remediated and/or properly removed or closed. Remediation activities could include removal of contaminated soil and/or on-site treatment. 

As part of the process, the City shall ensure that any necessary investigation and/or remediation activities are coordinated with the Roseville Fire Department, Placer County 

Division of Environmental Health, and if needed, other appropriate federal, state, and local agencies. Once a site is remediated, construction can continue. 

Timing: During project construction. 

Enforcement: City of Roseville Planning Department 

Impact HAZ-2: Hazards from 

Accidental Release of Hazardous 

Materials or Wastes 

PA, NA, A1 through 5, OSA 

No mitigation is required. 

LTS LTS LTS LTS 

Impact HAZ-3: Risk related to Use 

of Recycled Water 

PA, NA, A1 through 5, OSA 

No mitigation is required. 

LTS LTS LTS LTS 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

No Action 

(NA) 

Alternatives 1 through 5 

(A1 through 5) 

Off-Site Alternative 

(OSA) 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

Impact HYDRO-1: Effect related to 

On- or Off-Site Flood Hazards 

LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) 

Mitigation Measure HYDRO-1: Payment of Drainage Impact Fees  

(Applicability – No Action, Proposed Action, and All Alternatives) 

The City shall collect the Pleasant Grove Drainage Fee from the Applicant prior to the approval of each building permit, which would cover the cost of retention for that 

development’s portion of the Roseville regional retention basin at Reason Farms. 

Timing: Before the approval of each building permit. 

Enforcement: City of Roseville Planning Department 

Impact HYDRO-2: Effects from 

Construction within a Floodplain 

PA, NA, A1 through 5, OSA 

No mitigation is required. 

LTS LTS LTS LTS 

Impact HYDRO-3: Exposure to 

Flood Hazards related to Dam or 

Levee Failure 

PA, NA, A1 through 5, OSA 

No mitigation is required. 

LTS LTS LTS LTS 

Impact HYDRO-4: Water Quality 

Effects during Construction 

PA, NA, A1 through 5, OSA 

No mitigation is required. 

LTS LTS LTS LTS 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

No Action 

(NA) 

Alternatives 1 through 5 

(A1 through 5) 

Off-Site Alternative 

(OSA) 

Impact HYDRO-5: Water Quality 

Effects from Project Occupancy and 

Operation 

LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) 

Mitigation Measure HYDRO-5: Stormwater Management Standards  

(Applicability – No Action, Proposed Action, and All Alternatives) 

At the tentative map or site development stage, development shall be conditioned to include source control and treatment control measures to include LID strategies and BMP 

treatment as required by the City’s then current design standards and the City’s then current General Phase II NPDES Permit issued by the state. The measures would include, 

but are not limited to the measures identified above, and in Table IV.B.2 Applicable LID Measures by Development Type, found in the Sierra Vista Drainage and Stormwater 

Master Plan found in Appendix O of the Sierra Vista Specific Plan EIR prepared by the City of Roseville.  

Timing: Before approval of grading plans and building permits for all project phases. 

Enforcement: City of Roseville Planning Department 

Impact HYDRO-6: Effect of 

Tertiary Treated Effluent on 

Pleasant Grove Creek 

PA, NA, A1 through 5, OSA 

No mitigation is required. 

LTS LTS LTS LTS 

Impact HYDRO-7: Effect on 

Groundwater Recharge 

PA, NA, A1 through 5, OSA 

No mitigation is required. 

LTS LTS LTS LTS 

Impact HYDRO-8: Effects on 

Groundwater Basin 

PA, NA, A1 through 5, OSA 

No mitigation is required. 

LTS LTS LTS LTS 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

No Action 

(NA) 

Alternatives 1 through 5 

(A1 through 5) 

Off-Site Alternative 

(OSA) 

Cumulative Impact HYDRO-1: 

Flooding, Water Quality, and 

Groundwater 

PA, NA, A1 through 5, OSA 

No mitigation is required. 

LTS LTS LTS LTS 

Land Use and Planning 

Impact LU-1: Result in 

Incompatible Land Uses 

PA, NA, A1 through 5, OSA 

Implement Mitigation Measure 

AG-2. 

LTS(am) LTS(am) LTS(am) LTS(am) 

Impact LU-2: Physically Divide an 

Established Community 

PA, NA, A1 through 5, OSA 

No mitigation is required. 

NE NE NE NE 

Impact LU-3: Conflict with General 

Plan and Zoning Code 

PA, NA, A1 through 5, OSA 

No mitigation is required. 

NE NE NE NE 

Impact LU-4: Conflict with SACOG 

Blueprint 

PA, NA, A1 through 3, OSA 

No mitigation is required. 

LTS LTS LTS LTS 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

No Action 

(NA) 

Alternatives 1 through 5 

(A1 through 5) 

Off-Site Alternative 

(OSA) 

Noise 

Impact NOISE-1: Construction 

Noise and Vibration 

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) 

Mitigation Measure NOISE-1: Construction Noise Policies  

(Applicability – No Action, Proposed Action, and All Alternatives) 

 Construction activities shall comply with the requirements of the City of Roseville Noise Ordinance.  

 Locate fixed construction equipment such as compressors and generators as far as possible from sensitive receptors. Shroud or shield all impact tools, and muffle or 

shield all intake and exhaust ports on power construction equipment. 

 Designate a construction disturbance coordinator and conspicuously post the Coordinator’s contact information around the project site and in adjacent public spaces. 

The disturbance coordinator will receive all public complaints about construction noise disturbances, and will be responsible for determining the cause of the complaint, 

and implementing any feasible measures to be taken to alleviate the problem. 

 Well drilling shall occur prior to construction of the adjacent subdivision, to the extent feasible. If construction timing for the wells occurs after subdivision 

construction, then measures to reduce noise shall include hanging flexible sound control curtains around the drilling apparatus, and the drill rig, to the degree feasible, 

as determined by the City, if located within 1,000 feet (305 kilometers) of an occupied residence. 

Timing: During all phases of project construction. 

Enforcement: City of Roseville Planning Department 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

No Action 

(NA) 

Alternatives 1 through 5 

(A1 through 5) 

Off-Site Alternative 

(OSA) 

Impact NOISE-2: Noise from On-

Site Activities 

LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) 

Mitigation Measure NOISE-2a: Commercial Noise Controls  

(Applicability – No Action, Proposed Action, and All Alternatives) 

For commercial uses within 150 feet (46 meters) of residential uses, the applicants shall implement the following or equally effective measures: 

 In general, where commercial land uses adjoin residential property lines, the following measures should be included in the design of the commercial use. If the primary 

noise sources are parking lots, HVAC equipment and light truck deliveries, then 6- to 7-foot-tall masonry walls shall be constructed to provide adequate isolation of 

parking lot and delivery truck activities. HVAC equipment shall be located either at ground level, or when located on rooftops the building facades shall include 

parapets for shielding. 

 Where commercial uses adjoin common residential property lines, and loading docks or truck circulation routes face the residential areas, the following mitigation 

measures shall be included in the project design: 

 Loading docks and truck delivery areas shall maintain a minimum distance of 30 feet from residential property lines. 

 Property line barriers shall be 6 to 8 feet (1.8 to 2.4 meters) in height. Circulation routes for trucks shall be located a minimum of 30 feet (9 meters) from 

residential property lines. 

 All heating, cooling, and ventilation equipment shall be located within mechanical rooms where possible. 

 All heating, cooling, and ventilation equipment shall be shielded from view with solid barriers. 

 Emergency generators shall comply with the local noise criteria at the nearest noise-sensitive receivers. 

 In cases where loading docks or truck delivery circulation routes are located less than 100 feet (30 meters) from residential property lines, an acoustical evaluation 

shall be submitted to verify compliance with the City of Roseville Noise Level Performance Standards. 

Mitigation Measure NOISE-2b: Attenuate Park Noise  

(Applicability – No Action, Proposed Action, and All Alternatives) 

 Activities at the proposed community-wide park shall be scheduled to occur during daytime hours (7:00 AM to 10:00 PM). 

 Public address (PA) systems shall be designed, installed, and tested to comply with the requirements of the City of Roseville Municipal Code Noise Ordinance at the 

nearest sensitive receptors. 

 Wood fencing, or 160-foot (49 meters) setbacks adjacent to active recreation areas, shall be included in the project design where neighborhood parks abut residential 

uses. 

Timing: During design review and before the approval of all plans, where applicable for all project phases. 

Enforcement: City of Roseville Planning Department 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

No Action 

(NA) 

Alternatives 1 through 5 

(A1 through 5) 

Off-Site Alternative 

(OSA) 

Impact NOISE-3: Increase in Traffic 

Noise at Buildout (Year 2025) 

On-site sensitive receptors 

LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) 

Mitigation Measure NOISE-3: Traffic Noise Attenuation  

(Applicability – No Action, Proposed Action, and All Alternatives) 

 Masonry walls and/or landscaped berms shall be constructed along the major project-area roadways adjacent to proposed residential uses if acoustical studies warrant 

sound attenuation, otherwise standard wood fencing is acceptable. Table 4.6-10 data from the Sierra Vista Specific Plan EIR prepared by the City of Roseville shall be 

consulted to determine appropriate barrier heights. If the assumptions shown in Table 4.6-10 vary considerably, a detailed analysis of exterior and interior mitigation 

measures should be conducted when tentative maps become available.  

 In areas requiring sound attenuation, noise barrier walls shall be constructed of concrete panels, concrete masonry units, earthen berms, or any combination of these 

materials. Wood is not recommended for construction due to eventual warping and degradation of acoustical performance.  

 Tentative map applications for residential uses located along Fiddyment Road shall be required to include an analysis of interior noise levels. The report shall be 

prepared by a qualified acoustical engineer and shall specify the measures required to achieve compliance with the City of Roseville 45 dB Ldn interior noise level 

standard. 

Timing: During design review and before the approval of all plans, where applicable for all project phases. 

Enforcement: City of Roseville Planning Department 

Impact NOISE-3: Increase in Traffic 

Noise at Buildout (Year 2025) 

Off-site sensitive receptors 

PA, NA, A1 through 5, OSA 

No mitigation is feasible. 

SU SU SU SU 

Impact NOISE-4: Aviation Noise 

PA, NA, A1 through 5, OSA 

No mitigation is required. 

LTS LTS LTS LTS 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

No Action 

(NA) 

Alternatives 1 through 5 

(A1 through 5) 

Off-Site Alternative 

(OSA) 

Cumulative Impact NOISE-1: 

Construction and Operational 

Noise Effects 

PA, NA, A1 through 5, OSA 

Implement Mitigation Measure 

NOISE-3. 

LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) 

Public Services 

Impact PUB-1: Demand for Law 

Enforcement Services 

PA, NA, A1 through 5, OSA 

No mitigation is required. 

LTS LTS LTS LTS 

Impact PUB-2: Demand for Fire 

Protection Services 

PA, NA, A1 through 5, OSA 

No mitigation is required. 

LTS LTS LTS LTS 

Impact PUB-3: Demand for School 

Facilities 

PA, NA, A1 through 5, OSA 

No mitigation is required. 

LTS LTS LTS LTS 

Impact PUB-4: Demand for Library 

Services 

PA, NA, A1 through 5, OSA 

No mitigation is required. 

LTS LTS LTS LTS 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

No Action 

(NA) 

Alternatives 1 through 5 

(A1 through 5) 

Off-Site Alternative 

(OSA) 

Transportation and Traffic 

Impact TRA-1: Increased Traffic at 

City of Roseville Intersections 

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) 

Mitigation Measure TRA-1: Pay fair share of the improvements to City of Roseville intersections  

(Applicability – No Action, Proposed Action, and All Alternatives) 

Pay Fair Share of Improvements in the CIP including improvements to the following intersections: 

 Fiddyment/Baseline Road: improve intersection as part of the project 

 Watt Avenue/Baseline Road: improve intersection as part of the project 

 Baseline Road: widen to four-lane facility from Fiddyment Road to western Specific Plan Boundary. 

Improvements would be necessary to the following intersections, as part of the project to achieve acceptable service levels under the 2025 CIP plus Project scenario. However, as 

noted, many intersections cannot be mitigated because of constraints. 

1. Foothills Boulevard and Baseline Road: No feasible mitigation  

2. Industrial Avenue and Alantown Drive: No feasible mitigation 

3. Cirby Way and Northridge Drive: No feasible mitigation 

4. Foothills Boulevard and Junction Boulevard: No feasible mitigation 

5. Junction Boulevard and Baseline Road: No feasible mitigation 

6. Roseville Parkway and Sierra College Boulevard: No feasible mitigation 

7. Blue Oaks Boulevard and Crocker Ranch Road: Re-stripe to include two south bound to east bound left turn lanes and a separate right turn. This improvement will be 

added to the City of Roseville’s Capital Improvement program. Development within the Sierra Vista Specific Plan Area will be required to pay fair share costs for this 

improvement 

8. Blue Oaks Boulevard and New Meadow Drive: Re-stripe the southbound through lane to a shared through and left-turn lane. This improvement will be added to the 

City of Roseville’s Capital Improvement program. Development within the Sierra Vista Specific Plan Area will be required to pay fair share costs for this improvement. 

As such, this impact would be reduced to less than significant. 

9. Foothills Boulevard and Baseline/Main: No feasible mitigation 

10. Sunrise Boulevard and Sandringham/Kensington: add a dedicated southbound right-turn lane 

11. Woodcreek Oaks and Baseline Road: construction of a second eastbound through lane. This improvement is currently in the City’s CIP program. SVSP would be 

required to pay fair share costs for this improvement. 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

No Action 

(NA) 

Alternatives 1 through 5 

(A1 through 5) 

Off-Site Alternative 

(OSA) 

The SVSP (i.e., Westbrook project) will develop over a period of years. Therefore, the impacts on these intersections would occur over a period of time. As with other 

improvements in the 2025 CIP, the City will monitor traffic conditions and determine when specific improvements are needed. The City of Roseville’s traffic impact fees should 

be revised to include the SVSP area. Specific Plans and/or development proposals shall provide for fair share contributions of the cost of the improvements through the updated 

traffic impact fees. 

Construction of intersection improvements could have impacts on biological and cultural resources, air quality, water quality, and noise levels. These impacts will be evaluated as 

part of the CIP update to incorporate the adopted mitigation. 

Timing: Before approval of the first subdivision map. 

Enforcement: City of Roseville Public Works Department 

Impact TRA-2: Increased Traffic at 

Placer County Intersections and 

Roadway Segments 

PA, NA, A1 through 5 

No mitigation is required. 

LTS LTS LTS SU(m) 

Mitigation Measure TRA-2: Pay fair share of the cost of Improvements to the Segment of Sunset Boulevard west of Industrial Avenue  

(Applicability – Off-Site Alternative) 

The proposed development will pay its fair share of the cost of necessary improvements to the segment of Sunset Boulevard west of Industrial Avenue by participating in the 

City/County Joint Fee Program to fund this improvement. 

Timing: Before approval of the first subdivision map. 

Enforcement: Placer County; City of Roseville Public Works Department 

Impact TRA-3: Increased Traffic at 

Sacramento County Intersections 

and Roadway Segments 

PA, NA, A1 through 5, OSA 

No mitigation is required. 

LTS LTS LTS LTS 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

No Action 

(NA) 

Alternatives 1 through 5 

(A1 through 5) 

Off-Site Alternative 

(OSA) 

Impact TRA-4: Increased Traffic at 

Sutter County Intersections and 

Roadway Segments 

PA, NA, A1 through 5, OSA 

No mitigation is required. 

LTS LTS LTS LTS 

Impact TRA-5: Increased Traffic 

along City of Rocklin Roadway 

Segments 

PA, NA, A1 through 5, OSA 

No mitigation is required. 

LTS LTS LTS LTS 

Impact TRA-6: Increased Traffic at 

State Highway Intersections and 

Segments 

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) 

Mitigation Measure TRA-6: Pay fair share of the cost of improvements to State Highway Segments  

(Applicability – No Action, Proposed Action, and All Alternatives) 

No specific improvements have been identified to mitigate project impacts on I-80, SR 70/99, or SR 65; however, the City is willing to work with Caltrans to establish a regional 

approach to institute a fee program for the purpose of funding improvements on these facilities. If and when Caltrans and the City enter into an enforceable agreement, the 

Project shall pay impact fees to the City of Roseville in amounts that constitute the Project’s fair share contributions to the construction of transportation facilities and/or 

improvements, consistent with the Mitigation Fee Act (Gov. Code, § 66000 et seq.). 

The City shall determine the means of providing the project’s fair share of the funds for these improvements to Caltrans through the inter-agency agreement or other arrangement 

required by Mitigation Measure 4.3-5 in the Sierra Vista Specific Plan EIR prepared by the City of Roseville. 

Timing: Before approval of the first subdivision map. 

Enforcement: Caltrans; City of Roseville Public Works Department 

Impact TRA-7: Increased Demand 

for Local Transit Service 

PA, NA, A1 through 5, OSA 

No mitigation is required. 

LTS LTS LTS LTS 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

No Action 

(NA) 

Alternatives 1 through 5 

(A1 through 5) 

Off-Site Alternative 

(OSA) 

Impact TRA-8: Increased Demand 

for Local Bicycle Facilities 

PA, NA, A1 through 5, OSA 

No mitigation is required. 

LTS LTS LTS LTS 

Utilities and Service Systems 

Impact UTIL-1: Availability of 

Water Supplies to Meet Demand 

PA, NA, A1 through 5, OSA 

No mitigation is required. 

LTS LTS LTS LTS 

Impact UTIL-2: Groundwater 

Demand Impacts 

PA, NA, A1 through 5, OSA 

No mitigation is required. 

LTS LTS LTS LTS 

Impact UTIL-3: Capacity of Water 

Treatment and Supply Facilities 

PA, NA, A1 through 5, OSA 

No mitigation is required. 

LTS LTS LTS LTS 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

No Action 

(NA) 

Alternatives 1 through 5 

(A1 through 5) 

Off-Site Alternative 

(OSA) 

Impact UTIL-4: Impacts from 

Construction or Expansion of 

Wastewater Facilities 

LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) 

Mitigation Measure UTIL-4: WWTP Capacity  

(Applicability – No Action, Proposed Action, and All Alternatives) 

Prior to obtaining building permits in the SVSP [i.e., Westbrook project], the Applicant shall demonstrate to the City that the South Placer Wastewater Authority has approved 

expansion of the South Placer Wastewater Authority service area boundary to include the SVSP [i.e., Westbrook project] area. The Applicant shall participate financially through 

connection fees in the construction of additional wastewater treatment capacity sufficient to accommodate projected flows. Applicant shall also participate on a fair share basis in 

other financial mechanisms for any additional environmental review required to secure approvals necessary to increase wastewater discharges from the plant, including approval 

by the South Placer Wastewater Authority for expansion of the service area boundary. It is recognized that Applicant will rely on the City (on behalf of the South Placer 

Wastewater Authority partners) to construct regional treatment and regional transmission facilities needed to discharge treated wastewater flows from within the service area 

boundary. In the event the City is unable to obtain the appropriate permits (e.g., NPDES permit) or is unable to complete the required facility expansions, development within 

the service area boundary may continue until existing capacity has been exhausted, at which time any remaining development will be curtailed until such time that sufficient 

treatment and discharge capacity becomes available. Further, Applicant and/or the City, as appropriate, shall implement all relevant construction-related mitigation measures for 

expansion of the plant listed in Appendix H of the Sierra Vista Specific Plan EIR prepared by the City of Roseville and all water quality and aquatic resource mitigation measures 

applicable to this project as listed in Table 4.12.3-5 of the Sierra Vista Specific Plan EIR. 

Timing: Before approval of final maps and issuance of building permits for any project phases. 

Enforcement: City of Roseville Environmental Utilities Department 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

No Action 

(NA) 

Alternatives 1 through 5 

(A1 through 5) 

Off-Site Alternative 

(OSA) 

Impact UTIL-5: Increased Demand 

for Solid Waste Services 

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) 

Mitigation Measure UTIL-5: Expand the Regional Landfill  

(Applicability – No Action, Proposed Action, and All Alternatives) 

Development in the SVSP Area and Urban Reserve [i.e., Westbrook project] shall pay collection fees to the City of Roseville, a portion of which shall be used to service bonds 

necessary to fund landfill expansion. As a member of the WPWMA, the City of Roseville can support the expansion of the landfi ll, as needed; however, the City cannot compel 

the WPWMA to expand the landfill. 

Timing: Before approval of final maps and issuance of building permits for any project phases. 

Enforcement: City of Roseville Environmental Utilities Department 

Impact UTIL-6: Increased Demand 

for Electricity, Natural Gas, and 

Telecommunications 

PA, NA, A1 through 5, OSA 

No mitigation is required. 

LTS LTS LTS LTS 

Cumulative Impact UTIL-1: Effect 

on Water Supply 

PA, NA, A1 through 5, OSA 

No mitigation is feasible. 

SU SU SU SU 

    

Significant effects that cannot be reduced to less than significant are indicated in bold 

NE: No effect 

LTS: Less than significant, no mitigation 

LTS(m): Less than significant after mitigation 

LTS(am): Less than significant, additional mitigation applied 

SU: Significant effect, no mitigation feasible 

SU(m): Significant residual effect after mitigation 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION AND STATEMENT OF PURPOSE 

AND NEED 

1.1 INTRODUCTION AND PROJECT REQUIRING ENVIRONMENTAL 

ANALYSIS 

This document is an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) prepared pursuant to the National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) that analyzes and discloses the effects of the development of 

approximately 397 acres (161 hectares) in western Roseville under the Westbrook project for which 

Westpark SV 400, LLC (Applicant or Westpark) is seeking a permit from the U.S. Army Corps of 

Engineers (USACE) under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (33 USC. §1344). The Westbrook project, as 

proposed, provides for a moderate-scale, mixed-use, mixed-density master-planned community that 

includes the following uses. 

 245 acres (99 hectares) of residential uses totaling 2,029 single- and multi-family residential units 

at buildout 

 43 acres (17 hectares) of commercial and office uses  

 11 acres (4.5 hectares) of public/quasi-public uses, such as schools 

 16 acres (6 hectares) of parks 

 36 acres (15 hectares) of open space  

 46 acres (18.6 hectares) of roadways  

Development of the proposed Westbrook project, if authorized, would fill approximately 9.61 acres 

(3.89 hectares) of wetlands and other jurisdictional waters of the United States. This discharge of fill 

material requires approval from the USACE pursuant to Section 404 of the federal Clean Water Act, 

under which the USACE issues or denies (Department of the Army) DA permits for activities involving a 

discharge of dredged or fill materials into the waters of the United States, including wetlands.  

The USACE’s regulations implementing Section 404 of the Clean Water Act are contained in 33 CFR Parts 

320-325 and 332. In its regulatory capacity, the USACE is neither a proponent nor an opponent of projects 

seeking federal approvals; rather, as identified in 33 CFR § 320.1[a][1], USACE conducts a “public interest 

review” that seeks to balance a proposed action’s favorable impacts against its detrimental impacts. 

Additionally, as identified in 33 CFR §325.2[a][6], the USACE is also required to review actions in 

accordance with guidelines developed by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) under 

Section 404(b)(1) of the Clean Water Act (33 USC §1344(b)(1)) [hereinafter “404(b)(1) Guidelines”]. The 

USACE’s permit review and decision making triggers a requirement for environmental review under 

NEPA. The USACE has determined that the DA permit decision for the proposed Westbrook project 

constitutes a major federal action that may significantly affect the quality of the human environment. 

Therefore the preparation of an EIS is required.  
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The USACE’s permit action under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act is the proposed federal action 

analyzed in this EIS. As implementation of the Westbrook project is a reasonably foreseeable outcome of 

federal permit approval, this EIS analyzes the environmental effects of full buildout of the project site 

under the proposed project, and for brevity, the development project as proposed by the Applicant is 

referred to as the Proposed Action throughout this EIS. The USACE is the federal lead agency under 

NEPA for the Proposed Action (see Lead and Cooperating Agencies, below). 

Annexation of the project site to bring the Westbrook project site within Roseville City limits was 

approved by the Placer County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) in January 2012. The City 

of Roseville (City), the lead agency for the Westbrook project under the California Environmental Quality 

Act (CEQA), completed the state environmental review (an amendment to the Sierra Vista Specific Plan 

Environmental Impact Report [EIR]) and approved the Westbrook project in June 2012.  

1.2 PROJECT LOCATION 

The project site is located at 2801 Pleasant Grove Boulevard, approximately 1.2 miles north of Baseline 

Road and 1 mile west of Fiddyment Road in the northwestern portion of Roseville (Figure 1.0-1, Regional 

Setting and Figure 1.0-2, Project Location). The project site, which is composed of APN 017-150-002-000, 

017-150-019-510, 017-150-023-510, and 017-150-025-510, is owned by Westpark SV 400, LLC.  

1.3 HISTORY OF PROPOSED FEDERAL ACTION 

The project site, formerly known as the Richland property, was previously a part of the Sierra Vista 

Specific Plan (SVSP) area. However, in 2008, the previous owner withdrew their application to the City 

for the development of the site under the SVSP and stopped processing their application to the USACE 

for a DA permit. In the absence of an active application, the City could not assign land uses to the project 

site under the SVSP. However, as development of the project site was considered foreseeable once the 

SVSP site developed, the City designated the Richland property “Urban Reserve” in the SVSP and 

included the development of the property both in its environmental review of the SVSP and in its 

application to LAFCO for the annexation of the SVSP site. The SVSP was approved by the City in May 

2010 with the Richland property treated as Urban Reserve. In the absence of an active DA permit 

application, the USACE did not include the Westbrook project site as part of the Proposed Action 

evaluated in the SVSP EIS (SPK-2006-01050). The development of the Westbrook project site was, 

however, included in the cumulative analysis in the SVSP EIS. 

The Richland property was subsequently acquired by Westpark and the Applicant proceeded with the 

specific plan revisions and approval process for the development of the property, now known as the 

Westbrook project. Westpark submitted revised permit drawings to the USACE for the Westbrook project 

on June 9, 2011. In June 2012, the City of Roseville approved the rezoning of the property from Urban 

Reserve to the mix of land uses outlined above in Section 1.1. 
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1.4 PROJECT PURPOSE AND NEED 

The USACE has determined that the project purpose for the Proposed Action is to implement a moderate-

scale, mixed-use, mixed-density master-planned community within or contiguous to the City.  

For purposes of the EIS, the USACE defined the term “contiguous” as referring to all lands within 1 mile 

of the City’s Sphere of Influence (SOI) boundary (the City’s SOI is coterminous with the City limits except 

in the areas around the Creekview Specific Plan area and Amoruso Ranch).  

The Proposed Action is defined as a “moderate scale” master-planned community project because it 

would develop approximately 360 acres (146 hectares) of land. The USACE does not consider it a large 

project based on a review of development projects proposed in western Placer County between 1990 and 

the present.1 The USACE has determined that projects that develop more than 1,000 acres are large 

projects.  

The Proposed Action is proposed as a “mixed-use” community as it comprises not only residential but 

also commercial uses, public and quasi-public uses, parks, and open space. The residential component of 

the project, which includes a range of housing types and residential densities, is proposed to help meet 

the foreseeable regional housing demand based on Sacramento Area Council of Government’s 

(SACOG’s) projections in the April 2012 Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) that the region will add 

871,000 people by 2035, serve the diverse housing needs of the region, and assist the City of Roseville in 

planning for its share of housing needed in the region. The State of California mandates that communities 

plan for adequate undeveloped sites to meet their “regional housing needs allocation” or (RHNA). An 

important component of the City’s General Plan Housing Element is the identification of sites for future 

housing development and an evaluation of the adequacy of these sites in fulfilling the City’s share of the 

RHNA, which is determined by the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG). The intent of 

the RHNA is to ensure that local jurisdictions address their fair share of the housing needs for the entire 

region. Additionally, a major goal of the RHNA is to assure that every community provides an 

opportunity for a mix of affordable housing to all economic segments of its population. The 2013–2021 

RHNA Plan, adopted in September 2012 by SACOG, mandates Roseville’s share of the region’s housing 

needs for all income categories as 8,478 additional units. The SVSP area, including the Westbrook project 

site, is the City’s primary vehicle for providing the required units during the next planning period. 

Without SVSP (including the Westbrook project) the City would not be in compliance with state law.  

                                                        
1  Data regarding large-scale master-planned communities that were approved in Placer County (jurisdictions of 

Roseville, Lincoln, Rocklin, and unincorporated Placer County) between 1990 and 2007 were documented in a 

memo dated August 15, 2007 prepared the law offices of Sandberg, Lo Duca & Aland, LLP. Of the 12 projects 

that were approved, the largest was 5,230 acres in size while the smallest was 909 acres. Development projects 

proposed in western Placer County since 2007 include Creekview SP which involves a site of 748 acres; Regional 

University and Community Plan which involves a site of 1,157 acres; and Brookfield SP which involves a site of 

1,350 acres. Based on these data, the USACE determined that a large-scale development project is at least 1,000 

acres.  
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The commercial component is proposed because the commercial land uses would ensure that the City 

will collect sufficient tax revenue from the proposed community to provide necessary public services. 

The types of commercial uses included in the Proposed Action range from neighborhood commercial 

uses such as grocery stores to community shopping centers.2  

According to the City of Roseville, the project site is in an area identified by SACOG as appropriate for 

growth. The mix of land uses and the densities and intensities of the Westbrook project meet the densities 

identified in SACOG’s 2004 “Preferred Blueprint Scenario” for this site. The SACOG Preferred Blueprint 

Scenario advocates densities and intensities higher than those traditionally seen in the Sacramento region 

as a means of reducing the severity of long-term environmental impacts. By making a more efficient use 

of land and facilitating pedestrian travel, bicycle use, and transit use, the combination of mixed uses and 

more compact development patterns would likely reduce per capita resource consumption (e.g., land, 

water, electricity, vehicle fuel, energy) and per capita pollution generation (e.g., traditional air pollutants 

and greenhouse gases).  

In April 2012, in compliance with SB 375, SACOG adopted an SCS in connection with its Metropolitan 

Transportation Plan (MTP) for a 2035 time frame. The Preferred Blueprint Scenario was used as the 

starting point in the development of the SCS. The SCS included land use maps identifying areas that 

SACOG considered appropriate for development. The Westbrook property was included in these maps 

as a “developing community.” 

A primary purpose of SB 375 was to align regional transportation planning efforts, regional greenhouse 

gas (GHG) reduction targets, and land use and housing allocations with one another. Each SCS should 

include land uses consistent with regional GHG reduction targets determined by the California Air 

Resources Board based on statewide GHG targets mandated under the California Global Warming 

Solutions Act of 2006, commonly known as AB 32 (Chapter 488, Statutes of 2006). The development of 

land identified for development in an SCS is therefore considered consistent with achieving AB 32 GHG 

targets. 

Notably, in adopting its SCS in 2012, SACOG used population and market demand projections updated 

since 2004, when SACOG created its “Blueprint Plan,” the pre-SB 375 predecessor to the SCS. As SACOG 

explained,  

[t]he 2035 growth forecast indicates that population in the plan area is expected to grow by 

871,000 people, an increase of about 39 percent, between 2008 and 2035. … [T]his forecast is 

lower than the 1.3 million people forecasted in the 2008 MTP, which had the same 2035 planning 

horizon, but used 2005 as the base year. As a result of the lower population forecast, the housing 

                                                        
2  In addition to the convenience goods and personal services offered by the neighborhood center, a community 

shopping center provides a wider range of soft lines (wearing apparel for men, women, and children) and hard 

lines (hardware and appliances). Many centers are built around a junior department store, variety store, super 

drugstore, or discount department store as the major tenant, in addition to a supermarket. Its typical size is 

about 150,000 square feet of gross leasable area, but it can range from 100,000 to 500,000 or more square feet 

(Urban Land Institute 2004). 
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and employment forecast for the region is also lower than the forecast in the previous plan, 

resulting in the need to accommodate approximately 361,000 new employees and 303,000 new 

housing units between 2008 and 2035.  

A decline in domestic in-migration is the principal cause of the declining population projections, 

although the recent recession also contributes to declining population growth in the early years. 

The U.S. economy is projected to grow at a slower rate, California is projected to get a smaller 

share of U.S. job and population growth, and the region’s economy is expected to recover at a 

slower rate than some other areas of the state, with state budget deficits restraining job growth in 

the public sector over the next decade. Although the region is expected to have a smaller job 

growth advantage than was anticipated in the 2008 MTP, the SACOG region is still expected to 

outpace the state and nation in job growth in the latter part of the planning period. 

SACOG characterized “developing communities” such as Westbrook as “typically, though not always, 

situated on vacant land at the edge of existing urban or suburban development; they are the next 

increment of urban expansion. Developing communities are identified in local plans as special plan areas, 

specific plans, or master plans and may be residential-only, employment-only, or a mix of residential and 

employment uses.” In contrast, “lands not identified for development in the MTP/SCS planning period” 

are described as areas of the region that are not expected to develop to urban levels during the MTP/SCS 

planning period.  

In short, SACOG, in adopting its April 2012 SCS for a period extending to 2035, assumed that the 

development of Westbrook project was consistent with both 2035 market demand projections and 

regional and statewide GHG reduction targets.  

1.5 PROJECT BACKGROUND 

The project site has been identified by the City for potential development for a number of years. In 2004, 

the City annexed the West Roseville Specific Plan (WRSP) Area immediately north of the project site and 

adjusted the boundary of its Sphere of Influence (SOI) to align with that of the 5,500-acre (2,226-hectare) 

Transition Area between the City and Placer County, which had been defined in 1997 to foster 

cooperative land use planning under the terms of a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the 

City and County. The WRSP designates a portion of the project site as one of two MOU Remainder Areas 

whose establishment was envisioned as “provid[ing] a platform for orderly and systematic future 

development consistent with General Plan Policies, the [City’s] Guiding Principles, and the natural 

features of the land.” Potential future development of a portion of the project site was analyzed at a 

program level in the City’s WRSP EIR (City of Roseville 2004); and subsequent approval of the expanded 

SOI boundary by Placer County LAFCO represented a wider recognition of likely future expansion of the 

City into the WRSP and Remainder Areas, including the project site. Then, as described above, in 2010, 

the City approved the development of the SVSP and in January 2012, LAFCO approved the annexation of 

the SVSP site, including the Westbrook project site, to the City of Roseville. In June 2012, the City 

approved the zoning for the Westbrook project. 
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1.6 NEPA REQUIREMENTS AND PROCESS 

This EIS has been prepared in accordance with NEPA (42 USC § 4321), the Council on Environmental 

Quality’s (CEQ’s) NEPA Implementing Regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500–1508), and the USACE NEPA 

Implementation Procedures for the Regulatory Program (33 CFR Part 325, Appendix B).  

Under CEQ’s NEPA Implementing Regulations, the purpose of an EIS is to provide “full and fair” 

discussion of a proposed action’s significant environmental effects and to inform decision makers and the 

public of reasonable alternatives that would avoid or minimize the proposed action’s adverse effects, or 

would enhance the quality of the human environment. Although such disclosure is a key aim of CEQ’s 

NEPA Implementing Regulations, agencies are cautioned that an EIS is more than a disclosure 

document—it is intended to be used in conjunction with other relevant materials as a planning and 

decision making tool (40 CFR § 1502.1).  

The NEPA Implementing Regulations establish the following steps in the EIS process. 

 Publication of a Notice of Intent in the Federal Register, announcing to interested individuals and 

agencies that an EIS is in preparation, and briefly describing the action it will analyze, as well as 

any alternatives that have been identified at that point in the planning process (40 CFR § 1508.22). 

 A “scoping” period during which the lead agency gathers input from the public and other 

agencies regarding the significant environmental issues the EIS will address, alternatives or 

mitigation approaches to reduce or avoid significant adverse effects, and issues that are not 

significant and can be excluded from detailed analysis (40 CFR § 1501.7). The scoping period is 

generally initiated when the lead agency publishes its Notice of Intent. 

 Development of the Draft EIS, consistent with content and format requirements of applicable 

portions of 40 CFR § 1502. 

 Circulation of the Draft EIS for review and comment by interested parties, including agency 

decision makers, other agencies, and the public (40 CFR § 1502.19). Under 40 CFR § 1503.1, the 

lead agency is required to obtain comments from federal agencies with jurisdiction or special 

expertise relevant to the identified environmental effects, and must also request comments from 

state and local agencies, agencies that have requested information on actions of the type 

analyzed, the Applicant, and the general public.  

 Preparation and circulation of a Final EIS that includes responses to the comments received on 

the Draft EIS (40 CFR § 1503.4, 40 CFR § 1502.19[b]). 

 Preparation of the Record of Decision (ROD), a public document that announces the agency’s 

decision with regard to the proposed action, including the alternative selected for 

implementation. The ROD must describe the alternatives evaluated in the decision making 

process and must identify whether the agency has adopted all practicable means to avoid or 

minimize the adverse environmental effects of its chosen alternative (or, if not, must explain why 

not). Where applicable, agencies are required to adopt a monitoring and enforcement program to 

ensure that mitigation is implemented as identified in the EIS (40 CFR § 1502.2).  

With certain exceptions, agencies may not take action to implement an approved alternative until 30 days 

after the ROD has been published (40 CFR § 1506.10[b]). 
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1.7 SCOPE AND FOCUS OF THIS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

STATEMENT 

The USACE’s permit action under Clean Water Act Section 404 is the federal action analyzed in this EIS. 

Although development under the Westbrook project would not be a federal undertaking, development of 

the site is a reasonably foreseeable outcome of federal permit approval; accordingly, to provide thorough 

analysis of the effects of approving the Applicant’s 404 permit application, this EIS analyzes the 

environmental effects of buildout of the project site under the Westbrook project. This should not be 

construed as an assumption that the permit will be approved; that decision will be made by USACE 

following the completion and consideration of NEPA environmental review.  

Consistent with Section 1502.1 of the CEQ NEPA Implementing Regulations, the purpose of this EIS is to 

provide thorough, objective analysis of the Proposed Action’s significant environmental effects, along 

with mitigation measures and a range of reasonable alternatives that would avoid or minimize those 

effects. This EIS covers the following environmental resources: aesthetics (visual resources); agricultural 

resources; air quality; biological resources; climate change; cultural resources; geology, soils, and mineral 

resources; hazards and hazardous materials; hydrology and water quality; land use and planning; noise; 

public services; traffic and transportation; and utilities and service systems. More information on EIS 

content and structure is provided below in Subsection 1.12, Organization of this Document. 

1.8 LEAD AGENCY AND OTHER AGENCIES WITH JURISDICTION OVER 

THE PROJECT 

The USACE is serving as the lead agency for NEPA compliance.  

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency is participating as a cooperating agency. The U.S. Fish and 

Wildlife Service (USFWS) was invited to participate as a cooperating agency but did not accept. 

The following agencies and entities also have discretionary authority or legal jurisdiction over part or all 

of the Proposed Action, or special expertise relevant to the Proposed Action. 

 USFWS 

 California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 

 California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) 

 Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (CVRWQCB) 

 City of Roseville 

It is anticipated that as state agencies subject to CEQA rather than federal agencies subject to NEPA, 

Caltrans, CDFW, and CVRWQCB will all rely on the Mitigated Negative Declaration adopted by the City 

of Roseville in June 2012 and the SVSP EIR adopted by the City of Roseville in May 2010 rather than on 

this EIS, in making their respective decisions on the Proposed Action.  
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1.9 EIS SCOPING 

As discussed in Section 1.7 above, scoping is the process through which the lead agency gathers input 

from the public and other agencies regarding EIS content, including potentially significant environmental 

issues; alternatives or mitigation approaches to address significant adverse effects; and issues that are not 

significant and can be excluded from the EIS (40 CFR § 1501.7). 

NEPA scoping for the Proposed Action was initiated by publication of the USACE’s Notice of Intent to 

Prepare an Environmental Impact Statement for the Proposed Westbrook Project, Corps Permit Application 

Number SPK-2005-00938 on Wednesday, July 25, 2012 (Federal Register Vol. 77, No. 143). One comment 

letter from the U.S. EPA was received on the Notice of Intent (NOI). The comment letter is presented in 

Appendix 1.0 of this EIS.  

1.10 AVAILABILITY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

In accordance with the CEQ NEPA regulations (40 CFR Sec. 1506.10), this Draft EIS is being made 

available to agencies and the public for a 45-day review and comment period. 

The Draft EIS can be reviewed at the following location. 

City of Roseville Permit Center 

311 Vernon Street 

Roseville, California 95678 

Members of the public can request a printed copy of this Draft EIS or a compact disc (CD) that contains 

the full text of the Draft EIS by contacting the USACE Sacramento District at (916) 557-5250. The Draft EIS 

is also available on the USACE website at: 

http://www.spk.usace.army.mil/Missions/Regulatory/Overview/EnvironmentalImpactStatements.aspx 

Please provide your comments at the earliest date possible, within 45 days of publication of the Notice of 

Availability. All comments should reference SPK-2005-00938 in the subject line and be sent to the 

following contact. 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District 

Regulatory Division 

Attn: Kathy Norton 

1325 J Street, Room 1350 

Sacramento, California 95814-2922 

 

Email: Kathy.Norton@usace.army.mil 
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1.11 INTENDED USE OF THIS DOCUMENT 

This document is designed to analyze the environmental effects of the Westbrook project. Specifically, 

the USACE intends to use this document to determine whether to issue or deny the DA permit for this 

project. 

1.12 ORGANIZATION OF THIS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

This EIS has been organized in the following manner: 

 Cover Sheet – provides lead agency and contact information, an abstract of the EIS, and comment 

submission information. 

 Executive Summary – presents an overview of the project and alternatives, environmental 

impacts, mitigation measures, and conclusions about the net effects. 

 Chapter 1.0 – introduces the Proposed Action, presents the purpose and need statement, and 

provides the background for the preparation of this EIS.  

 Chapter 2.0, Proposed Action and Alternatives – describes the development that would occur 

under the Proposed Action if it is implemented as proposed, as well as potential development 

under alternatives to the Proposed Action. Chapter 2.0 also describes the process through which 

alternatives were developed and the rationale for selecting the alternatives to be analyzed in this 

EIS, which include several on-site alternatives; one Off-Site Alternative that would entail 

developing a comparable community at another location; and a No Action Alternative that 

would develop the proposed site but avoid the need for a DA permit. 

 Chapter 3.0, Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences – describes the existing 

environmental resources and conditions of the project site and alternate site, and analyzes the 

direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of the Proposed Action and alternatives on those 

resources. The chapter begins with a section that defines key terms used in the analysis and 

identifies the resource topics that would not be significantly affected by the Proposed Action. It 

then presents information on the following resources: aesthetics; agricultural resources; air 

quality; biological resources; climate change; cultural resources; environmental justice, 

population and housing; geology, soils, and minerals; hazards and hazardous materials; 

hydrology and water quality; land use and planning; noise; public services; traffic and 

transportation; and utilities and service systems. Resource topics are organized alphabetically in 

Chapter 3.0. 

 Chapter 4.0, Other Statutory Requirements – presents other analysis required by NEPA, 

including assessment of growth-related impacts. 

 Chapter 5.0, Consultation and Coordination – identifies the agencies and persons contacted for 

information during the preparation of this EIS. 

 Chapter 6.0, List of Preparers – identifies the USACE and consultant staff involved in the 

preparation of this EIS. 

 Chapter 7.0, Index – provides an index to specific topics within the EIS. 
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1.13 STANDARD TERMINOLOGY, ACRONYMS, AND ABBREVIATIONS 

AADT Annual Average Daily Traffic 

ADWF average dry weather flow 

af acre-feet 

afy acre-feet per year 

AM ante meridiem (morning) 

APE Area of Potential Effects 

AQAP Air Quality Attainment Plan 

ASPEN Assessment System for 

Population Exposure Nationwide 

ASTM American Society for Testing and 

Materials 

BAT Best Available Technology 

BMPs best management practices 

BoR (U.S.) Bureau of Reclamation  

 C Celsius 

CAA Clean Air Act 

Caltrans California Department of 

Transportation 

CAPCOA California Air Pollution Control 

Officers Association 

CARB California Air Resources Board 

CBSC California Building Standards 

Code 

CCAA California Clean Air Act 

CCR California Code of Regulations 

CD Compact Disk 

CDF California Department of 

Forestry and Fire Protection 

CDFW California Department of Fish 

and Wildlife 

CDHS California Department of Health 

Services 

CEC California Energy Commission 

CERCLA Comprehensive Environmental 

Response, Compensation, and 

Liability Act 

CERCLIS Comprehensive Environmental 

Response, Compensation, and 

Liability Information System 

CESA California Endangered Species 

Act 

CEQ Council on Environmental 

Quality 

CEQA California Environmental Quality 

Act 

CFR Code of Federal Regulations 

CGS California Geological Survey 

CHP California Highway Patrol 

CIWMB California Integrated Waste 

Management Board 

CKH Cortese-Knox Hertzberg Local 

Government Reorganization 

CNDDB California Natural Diversity 

Database 

CNPS California Native Plant Society  

CNPPA California Native Plant 

Protection Act  

CO carbon monoxide 

CRHR California Register of Historical 

Resources 

CRLF California red-legged frog 

CSHP California Scenic Highway 

Program 

CTS California tiger salamander 

CUPA Certified Unified Program 

Agency 

CVP Central Valley Project 

CVRWQCB Central Valley Regional Water 

Quality Control Board 

CWA Clean Water Act 

DA Department of the Army 

Delta Sacramento Delta 

DHS Department of Health Services 
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DOC California Department of 

Conservation 

DOE U.S. Department of Energy 

DOF Department of Finance 

DOT Department of Transportation 

DSOD Division of Safety of Dams 

DTSC Department of Toxic Substances 

Control 

DWR Department of Water Resources 

EC electromagnetic conductivity 

EIR Environmental Impact Report 

EIS Environmental Impact Statement  

EMF electromagnetic field 

ESA Federal Endangered Species Act 

 F Fahrenheit 

FAA Federal Aviation Administration 

FEMA Federal Emergency Management 

Agency 

FHWA Federal Highway Administration 

FIRM Flood Insurance Rate Maps 

FMMP Farmland Mapping and 

Monitoring Program 

FPPA Farmland Protection Policy Act 

GHG greenhouse gases 

gpm gallons per minute 

GWP Global Warming Potential 

HCP habitat conservation plan 

HRA Health Risk Assessment 

hp horsepower pump 

HWCA Hazardous Waste Control Act 

ILS instrument landing system 

ISAC Invasive Species Advisory 

Committee  

ISO Insurance Services Office 

kV kilovolt 

kW kilowatt 

LAFCO Local Agency Formation 

Commission 

LEDPA least environmentally damaging 

practicable alternative 

LEED Leadership in Energy and 

Environmental Design 

LESA Land Evaluation and Site 

Assessment 

LID low impact development 

LOMR Letter of Map Revision 

LOS level of service 

maf million acre-feet 

MCE maximum credible earthquake 

MCLs maximum concentration levels 

mg/L milligram per liter 

mgd million gallons per day 

MMBtu/hr million British thermal units per 

hour 

MMRP Mitigation Monitoring and 

Reporting Plan 

MOU Memorandum of Understanding 

MRZ mineral resource zone 

MS4 Municipal Separate Storm Sewer 

System 

msl mean sea level 

MTP Metropolitan Transportation Plan 

NAHC Native American Heritage 

Commission 

NEMCD Natomas East Main Drainage 

Canal  

NEPA National Environmental Policy 

Act 

NFIP National Flood Insurance 

Program 

NHPA National Historic Preservation 

NHTSA National Highway Traffic Safety 

Administration 

NISC National Invasive Species 

Council  

NOAA National Oceanic and 

Atmospheric Administration  
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NOI Notice of Intent 

NOx nitrogen oxides 

NPDES National Pollutant Discharge 

Elimination System 

NPL National Priorities List 

NPPA California Native Plant 

Protection Act 

NRCS Natural Resources Conservation 

Service 

NRHP National Register of Historic 

Places 

OPS Office of Pipeline Safety 

OSHA Occupational Safety and Health 

Administration 

PCAPCD Placer County Air Pollution 

Control District 

PCB polychlorinated biphenyl 

PCFCD Placer County Flood Control and 

Water Conservation District 

PG&E Pacific Gas & Electric 

PGWWTP Pleasant Grove Wastewater 

Treatment Plant 

PHMSA Pipeline and Hazardous 

Materials Safety Administration 

PM post meridiem (evening) 

PM10 particulate matter 10 microns or 

less in diameter 

PM2.5 particulate matter 2.5 microns or 

less in diameter 

RCRA Resource Conservation and 

Recovery Act 

RM River Mile 

ROD Record of Decision 

ROG reactive organic gases 

ROW right of way 

RWQCB Regional Water Quality Control 

Board 

SACOG Sacramento Area Council of 

Governments 

SARA Superfund Amendments and 

Reauthorization Act 

SCS Sustainable Communities 

Strategy 

SB Senate Bill 

SIP State Implementation Plan 

SLC State Lands Commission 

SMAQMD Sacramento Metropolitan Air 

Quality Management District 

SMUD  Sacramento Municipal Utility 

District  

SOI Sphere of Influence 

SP Specific Plan 

SPCCP spill prevention, control, and 

countermeasure program 

SSC Species of Special Concern in 

California 

SUDP Specific Urban Development Plan 

SVSP Sierra Vista Specific Plan 

SWDA Solid Waste Disposal Act 

SWMM Stormwater Management Manual 

SWP State Water Project 

SWPPP Stormwater Pollution Prevention 

Plan 

SWRCB State Water Resources Control 

Board  

TAC toxic air contaminant  

TAC/ALC Technical Advisory Committee 

for Agricultural Land 

Conservation 

TDM transportation demand 

management 

TDS total dissolved solids 

TES thermal energy storage 

TMDL Total Maximum Daily Load 

TSCA Toxic Substances Control Act 

TZC triple zero commitment 

ICC International Code Council 1997 
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UBC Uniform Building Code 

umhos/cm microsiemens per centimeter 

UNEP United Nations Environmental 

Program 

U.S. DOT U.S. Department of 

Transportation 

USEPA U.S. Environmental Protection 

Agency 

U.S. United States 

USACE U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

USDA U.S. Department of Agriculture 

USFWS U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 

USGS United States Geological Survey 

UWMP Urban Water Management Plan 

VELB valley elderberry longhorn beetle  

VOC volatile organic compound 

WAPA Western Area Power 

Administration 

WPCGMP Western Placer Groundwater 

Management Plan 

WWTP wastewater treatment plant 
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2.0 PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES  

2.1 INTRODUCTION 

This chapter describes the Proposed Action which would require a Department of the Army (DA) permit 

under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act for the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the 

United States. If authorized, the DA permit would enable development of a moderate-scale, mixed-use, 

mixed-density, master-planned community on a 397-acre (161-hectare) site in the northwestern portion of 

the City of Roseville, Placer County, California. As noted in Chapter 1.0, the U.S. Army Corps of 

Engineers’ (USACE’s) permit review and decision making under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act is the 

federal action analyzed in this EIS. As implementation of the Westbrook project is a reasonably 

foreseeable outcome of federal permit approval, this EIS analyzes the environmental effects of full 

buildout of the project site under the Westbrook project, and for brevity, the Westbrook project as 

proposed by the Applicant is referred to as the Proposed Action throughout this EIS.  

This chapter also describes the process through which alternatives to the Proposed Action were 

developed and screened in order to focus the EIS analysis on a set of alternatives that would allow the 

USACE to make a reasoned decision. The chapter presents the alternatives analyzed in this EIS, 

summarizes the rationale for selecting those alternatives for analysis, and identifies the alternatives that 

were not carried forward for detailed analysis, along with the reasons for their dismissal. 

2.2 NEPA REQUIREMENTS FOR EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES 

Under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) implementing regulations adopted by the Council 

on Environmental Quality (CEQ), comparative analysis of the environmental impacts associated with a 

proposed action and the identified alternatives serves to define the issues and provide decision makers 

with a clear basis for a “choice among options” (40 CFR § 1502.14). An EIS is therefore required to 

consider reasonable alternatives that would meet the project’s purpose and need, as discussed in 

Chapter 1.0, and “substantial treatment” or comparable analysis must be devoted to each alternative. 

Consideration is limited to alternatives that are “reasonable” and meet the purpose and need of the 

proposed action.   

In the document entitled, “Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ’s National Environmental 

Policy Act Regulations” (March 23, 1981), CEQ states that “[r]easonable alternatives include those that are 

practical or feasible from the technical or economic standpoint and using common sense, rather than 

simply desirable from the standpoint of the applicant.” According to the USACE’s NEPA Implementation 

Procedures for the Regulatory Program (Appendix B to 33 CFR § 325), “Reasonable alternatives must be 

those that are feasible and such feasibility must focus on the accomplishment of the underlying purpose 

and need that would be satisfied by the proposed federal action.” The range (the number and nature) of 

alternatives to be considered is governed by the rule of reason; an EIS is not required to consider all 

possible alternatives, only those that are necessary to permit a reasoned choice. However, if alternatives 

have been identified but eliminated from detailed consideration, the EIS must explain the reasons why 

they were not carried forward (40 CFR § 1502.14[a]).  
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Among the alternatives that must be considered in an EIS is No Action Alternative (40 CFR § 1502.14[d]). 

In this case “Proposed Action” refers to the DA permit action to allow discharge of dredged or fill 

material for the development of the site under the Westbrook project. Since some level of development on 

the project site could conceivably occur without triggering the need for a DA permit, that scenario is 

considered under the No Action Alternative in this EIS. 

2.3 DEVELOPMENT OF ALTERNATIVES TO PROPOSED ACTION 

To establish the range of alternatives for this EIS analysis, the USACE first developed the purpose and 

need statement for the Proposed Action (see Chapter 1.0), and then identified a broad range of potential 

alternatives, both on-site as well as off-site, that would achieve the purpose and need.  

2.3.1 On-Site Alternatives 

The USACE identified a total of six on-site alternatives. These included five alternate development 

scenarios: (1) Reduced Footprint/Increased Density, (2) Reduced Footprint/Same Density, (3) Central 

Preserve, (4) One Acre Fill, and (5) Half Acre Fill. All of the on-site alternatives were developed with the 

purpose of reducing the Proposed Action’s impact on the waters of the U.S. The two Reduced Footprint 

alternatives were designed to reduce the area to be developed on the site by 26 percent compared to the 

Proposed Action. The Central Preserve alternative, which was developed at the request of the U.S. 

Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), would also reduce the area to be developed by 25 percent 

but differs from the two Reduced Footprint alternatives in that it consolidates the open space area in the 

central portion of the site. The One Acre Fill alternative was designed to avoid the filling of all aquatic 

resources on the site except the filling of about 1 acre of aquatic resources that would be required to 

construct the on-site road network. Similarly, the Half Acre Fill alternative was designed to avoid the 

filling of all aquatic resources except 0.5 acre, again associated with the construction of road crossings of 

areas containing aquatic resources. The sixth alternative, the No Action Alternative, was designed to 

avoid all filling of aquatic resources and presents a development scenario that would not require a DA 

permit.  

These six alternatives represent a reasonable range of alternatives as they include on-site development 

scenarios that have progressively reduced impacts to aquatic resources. Although these alternatives have 

not yet been evaluated to determine whether they are practicable, all six on-site alternatives are 

considered feasible under NEPA and have been carried forward for detailed evaluation in this EIS.  

2.3.2 Off-Site Alternatives 

The USACE procedures for implementing NEPA require an EIS to discuss geographic alternatives (such 

as change in location and other site-specific variables) (Appendix B to 33 CFR Part 325). With respect to 

off-site alternatives, the USACE focused on identifying alternate sites that could accommodate a project 

that would meet the identified purpose of the Proposed Action. Alternatives that would be located on a 

property not presently owned by the Applicant but which could be reasonably obtained, utilized, 

expanded or managed to fulfill the overall project purpose, were considered. The discussion below 

presents a summary of the off-site alternatives development and screening process and the results of that 
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analysis. For a more thorough discussion of the alternatives screening process, please see Appendix 2.0, 

Technical Memorandum: Alternatives Development and Screening. 

As a first step, the USACE defined the study area for off-site alternatives. Based on the project purpose, 

the geographic area examined for alternate sites was defined to include the City of Roseville (City) and all 

lands within a 1-mile-wide zone adjacent to the Roseville City limits/Sphere of Influence (SOI), as 

discussed in Chapter 1.0. Within this geographic area, based on review of the existing development 

proposals in the City and western Placer County, and previous off-site alternatives development and 

screening analysis for the Sierra Vista Specific Plan (SVSP) EIS, the USACE identified seven sites in 

Roseville and in unincorporated Placer County for further screening. Figure 2.0-1 presents the seven 

potential alternate sites along with the site of the Proposed Action. 

The USACE evaluated these potential off-site alternatives against screening criteria based on the aspects 

of feasibility identified under NEPA as interpreted by CEQ. Feasibility screening was designed for 

consistency with criteria used to screen for practicability under CWA Section 404, as defined in the 

Section 404[b][1] guidelines (40 CFR § 230.10, USEPA’s Restrictions on Discharge; see in particular 40 CFR § 

230.10[a][2] [“[a]n alternative is practicable if it is available and capable of being done after taking into 

consideration cost, existing technology, and logistics in light of overall project purposes”]). This ensured 

that sites would only be screened out of detailed analysis if they were both infeasible under NEPA 

criteria and impracticable under CWA Section 404(b)(1), thus ensuring that alternatives with the potential 

to represent the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative (LEDPA) were not eliminated 

from analysis for reasons exclusive to NEPA. Screening also employed an environmental criterion based 

on the Clean Water Act and the USACE’s implementing regulations. Under 40 CFR § 230.10(a) generally, 

the USACE may not permit the discharge of dredged or fill material into the waters of the United States 

“if there is a practicable alternative to the proposed discharge which would have less adverse impact on the 

aquatic ecosystem, so long as the alternative does not have other significant adverse environmental 

consequences.” (Italics added) The use of an environmental criterion is also consistent with CEQ 

guidance (Forty Most Asked Questions) which state that”[r]easonable alternatives include those that are 

practical or feasible from the technical or economic standpoint and using common sense, rather than 

simply desirable from the standpoint of the applicant.” Even though “environmental factors” are not 

specifically listed, common sense would suggest that it is reasonable to consider environmental factors in 

determining the feasibility of an alternative. Therefore, the biological resources sensitivity screening 

criterion excluded alternative sites if they included aquatic resources of greater sensitivity and value than 

those on the project site (i.e., if an alternative was clearly more damaging than the Proposed Action it was 

eliminated).  

Screening of seven alternate sites was completed in two phases. In the first phase, all seven potential sites 

were evaluated relative to the following two criteria. For each criterion, sites were evaluated as Feasible, 

Conditionally Feasible, or Not Feasible. Sites that received a Not Feasible rating were eliminated from 

further consideration.  

 Criterion 1 – Biological Resources Sensitivity evaluated the nature, extent, and quality of 

biological resources on the sites, with a particular focus on aquatic resources and special-status 
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species. Sites with extensive, high-quality aquatic resources were rated as Not Feasible for this 

criterion unless those resources are already protected by conservation easements or other land 

use management mechanisms. Sites with substantial but less extensive or more highly 

fragmented resources were considered Conditionally Feasible, and sites with resources of lower 

quality were considered Feasible. Because detailed information (e.g., specific acreage of various 

sensitive habitat types) was not equally available for all of the potential alternate sites, evaluation 

under Criterion 1 was conducted in a generalized, non-quantitative manner, based on site 

reconnaissance and a reconnaissance-based evaluation of relative sensitivity (expressed as a rank, 

with the most sensitive site ranked “1” and the least sensitive site ranked “7”). 

 Criterion 2 – Preliminary Assessment of Availability for Development evaluated the status of 

other potentially competing development proposals for the site, since a site could be physically 

suitable to support an off-site alternative but not available in practice due to prior or pending 

approval of another project. Sites without prior development proposals, and sites with a prior 

proposal that has been formally withdrawn, were rated as Feasible under this criterion. To ensure 

that the outcomes of this criterion were not unreasonably exclusive, sites with prior development 

proposals that are currently on hold but have not been withdrawn were rated as Conditionally 

Feasible, and only sites with active development proposals were rated as Not Feasible. 

Upon completion of Phase 1 screening, the USACE carried six of the seven sites forward for Phase 2 

screening. These sites were then evaluated under a third criterion, which was defined as follows:  

 Criterion 3 – Feasibility of Acquiring Sufficient Acreage evaluated the feasibility of acquiring 

title to the property through purchase, land exchange, or another mechanism. Under this 

criterion, sites were examined for the availability of sufficient contiguous acreage (>220 acres 

[89 hectares],1 the minimum acreage determined by the USACE needed to develop a project like 

Westbrook and whether that acreage was available for acquisition by the Applicant. This was 

explored by the Applicant through direct landowner inquiries and independently verified by the 

USACE. Potential sites that could not be acquired by the Applicant were eliminated from further 

consideration. 

At the end of the second screening phase, the USACE found one alternate site to be feasible. This site 

(Placer Ranch site) is carried forth for detailed evaluation in this EIS.  

In summary, in addition to the Proposed Action, this EIS analyzes seven alternatives: the No Action 

Alternative, five on-site development alternatives, and one off-site development alternative. The 

following sections describe the Proposed Action (Subsection 2.4) and the alternatives carried forward for 

analysis in this EIS (Subsection 2.5). Alternatives eliminated from further consideration are discussed in 

Subsection 2.6. 

                                                        
1 The minimum acreage for an alternative site was determined based on the size of the smallest on-site alternative, 

which is the Half Acre Fill Alternative. That alternative would develop the proposed moderate scale, mixed-use, 

mixed-density, master-planned community on 223 acres of the 397-acre project site. 
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2.4 PROPOSED ACTION 

The Proposed Action would implement the Westbrook project, which is the development of the 

approximately 397-acre (161-hectare) site with a mix of land uses, predominantly residential use with 

some retail and office uses, public and quasi-public uses, parks, and open space, and on-site 

infrastructure improvements to support these uses. With the exception of some improvements to an 

existing bioswale along the project site’s northern boundary, no off-site improvements are needed to 

develop the project site.  

The project site is characterized by gently rolling topography and large, open annual grassland areas. The 

entire project site has been disked, plowed, and dry farmed. The surface runoff within the project site 

flows to the north and west with the majority of the site draining to the north into an existing storm drain 

system that is located within Pleasant Grove Boulevard. The surface runoff on the eastern three-quarters 

of the site flows through a series of swales to the north to the existing storm drain system. The surface 

runoff on the western one-quarter of the site flows through a series of swales and an intermittent stream 

to the west. 

Features of the human environment present on the site include a 50-foot- (15-meter)-wide City of 

Roseville electrical easement that crosses the site in a north-south direction (along the proposed 

alignment of Westbrook Boulevard). There are no existing structures or current agricultural activities on 

the site. 

The project site is flanked to the north and east by the Westpark portion of the West Roseville Specific 

Plan (WRSP) area, which is under development, and to the south by the proposed Sierra Vista Specific 

Plan development, which has been approved by the City of Roseville but is currently under review by the 

USACE. Lands to the west of the site are located within the Curry Creek Community Plan area, an area 

for which no development plans have been put forth and the Regional University Specific Plan, an area 

for which Placer County approved a specific plan in 2009.  

2.4.1 Westbrook Land Use Plan 

The Proposed Action would develop the project site with a moderate-scale, mixed-use, master-planned 

community. The community would include about 245 acres (99 hectares) of residential uses, 43 acres 

(17 hectares) of commercial and office uses, 11 acres (4.5 hectares) of public/quasi-public uses (such as 

schools), 16 acres (6 hectares) of parks, 36 acres (15 hectares) of open space, and 46 acres (19 hectares) of 

major roadways, and landscape corridors. Figure 2.0-2 shows the proposed Westbrook land use plan. The 

following sections provide additional detail on aspects of the development proposed under the 

Westbrook project. 

Residential Development 

At buildout, the Proposed Action would provide a total of 2,029 single- and multi-family residential 

units. The residential component of the Westbrook project would include low-, medium-, and high-

density neighborhoods accommodating a wide range of housing types, as summarized in Table 2.0-1. 

The residential densities are consistent with compact development patterns recommended in the 
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Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) Preferred Blueprint Scenario. Based on the City 

General Plan’s assumption of 2.54 persons per household on average, the Proposed Action is expected to 

generate a residential population of approximately 5,154 persons at buildout. 

 

Table 2.0-1 

Westbrook Residential Uses  

 

Land Use  Acres  

No. of 

Dwelling 

Units Overview 

Low Density Residential  141 705  Distributed in various locations on the project site 

 Average density of 5 dwelling units per acre (du/ac) 

 Primarily detached single-family housing on conventional 

lots (4,500 to 6,000 square feet) 

Medium Density Residential  79.4 635  Primarily clustered around commercial centers and along 

Mountain Glen Drive and Silver Spruce Drive 

 Average density of 8 du/ac 

 Would accommodate a variety of housing types, including 

detached single-family homes on small lots, cluster 

housing, zero lot line/zipper lot housing, duet housing, 

and townhomes 

High Density Residential  24.9 689  Focused around commercial centers 

 Average density of 25 du/ac 

 Primarily attached units in multi-family buildings 

(townhomes, condominiums, and apartments) 

 Would provide for a mixture of owner-occupied and rental 

housing.  

Total  245.3 2,029  

    

du/ac = dwelling units per acre. 

 

Commercial Development  

The Westbrook project includes 43 acres (17 hectares) of land that would be designated for commercial 

and office uses. Based on an assumed floor area ratio (FAR) of 25 percent for retail uses and a FAR of 

40 percent for commercial mixed use (retail and office), at buildout, the Proposed Action would provide 

approximately 513,000 square feet (sf) (47,659 square meters) of leasable commercial and office space. 

Assuming one job per 450 sf (42 square meters) of commercial/office space, the Proposed Action would 

support about 1,140 permanent jobs over the long term (City of Roseville 2010). Most retail and office 

uses would be concentrated along Pleasant Grove Boulevard and Santucci Boulevard to take advantage 

of the exposure to high-volume traffic along these principal travel corridors.  
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Public and Quasi Public Uses, including Schools  

One 10-acre (4-hectare) site is proposed for construction of a school to serve the new residential 

neighborhoods. As shown on Figure 2.0-2, this elementary school would be on Mountain Glen Drive at 

Silver Spruce Drive. One other 0.3-acre (0.1-hectare) public/quasi-public site would accommodate a 

groundwater well and a 0.8-acre (0.3-hectare) site would accommodate a lift station. 

Parks  

Three sites totaling about 15.5 acres (6.3 hectares) are proposed for improved parks, including a 4.4-acre 

(1.8-hectare) park located along Sierra Trail Drive at Mountain Glen Drive, a 9.6-acre (3.9-hectare) park 

along Mountain Glen Drive at La Sierra Drive, and a 1.5-acre (0.6-hectare) park just south of the open 

space area.  

Open Space 

Primary and Secondary Preserved Open Space 

An approximately 35.8-acre (14.5-hectare) area in the northwest corner of the site is designated as open 

space on the Westbrook land use plan (Figure 2.0-3). This area is contiguous to an existing 345-acre 

(140-hectare) open space that has been permanently preserved within the West Roseville Specific Plan 

area. This area would be preserved permanently as open space to protect its wetland resources. The 

Proposed Action also provides for wetland creation and related improvements within the open space 

area, as described below. 

The open space on the project site would comprise approximately 34.4 acres (13.9 hectares) of primary 

open space and about 1.4 acres (0.6 hectare) of secondary open space. Primary open space areas are those 

portions of the 35.8-acre (14.5-hectare) area where minimal grading or land disturbance would occur. The 

primary open space also includes the areas adjacent to the two intermittent drainages within the open 

space area. Some grading would occur in these areas to create new compensatory wetlands and a basin to 

provide a floodplain expansion area. The primary open space areas would be put under conservation 

easements prior to commencement of construction on the Proposed Action. With respect to the secondary 

open space, this includes open space that is immediately adjacent to the area to be developed to the south 

and therefore would be subject to development-related grading and filling. Once these grading and filling 

activities are completed, the secondary open space area would be placed under conservation easements. 

Preserved open space would be managed for conservation consistent with the City of Roseville’s Open 

Space Preserve Overarching Management Plan (O&M Plan) that has been approved by the resource 

agencies. Open space preservation under the Proposed Action is intended to complement regional 

conservation strategies such as the proposed Placer County Conservation Plan, and coordination with 

other agencies and conservation efforts would be a guiding principle of the Westbrook’s resource 

management approach. The resource management approach would also be designed for consistency with 

the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the City and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

(USFWS) with respect to the operation and expansion of the Pleasant Grove Wastewater Treatment Plant 

(PGWWTP), and, if the USACE issues a DA permit, with the terms and conditions of the permit. 
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Depending on permit terms and conditions, the Applicant expects to conduct the following types of 

activities in open space areas consistent with the City of Roseville’s O&M Plan: maintenance of a 30-foot 

(9-meter) fire control strip (on the southern portion of the open space only within the secondary open 

space), maintenance of the trail, and minimal maintenance of the bio-swale and floodplain detention area.  

Floodplain Expansion Area 

The Applicant is proposing to make improvements to the proposed open space preserve to increase its 

capacity for detaining 100-year flood flows. In order to satisfy post-project on-site detention 

requirements, a total of 98 acre-feet (12 hectare-meters) of water must be detained on site during 

projected 100-year flood conditions. Under existing (baseline) conditions, approximately 80 acre-feet 

(10 hectare-meters) of water is detained on-site during a projected 100-year frequency flood event. This 

detention is a result of a restricted outlet (culvert) at the western property boundary and the existing 

topography. In order to increase detention, the Applicant is proposing to excavate an existing area of 

upland grassland to provide the additional 18 acre-feet (2 hectare-meters) of storage. 

A 3.72-acre (1.28-hectare) area located along the northern side of the existing intermittent stream channel 

would be excavated 0 to 6 feet (0 to 2 meters), depending on existing topography. This area was selected 

because it does not contain any existing aquatic resources. The area would be excavated no lower than 

the existing top of bank of the intermittent channel and would be sloped so that it has positive drainage 

(i.e., it would not be a concave surface that could act to pond water). The improvements would be 

conducted concurrently with the wetland mitigation construction. Approximately 4 inches 

(10 centimeters) of topsoil within the floodplain expansion area would first be salvaged and temporarily 

stockpiled. The floodplain expansion area would then be excavated to its approximate design depth. 

Following excavation, the salvaged topsoil would be re-applied and graded to foster restoration of the 

grasslands. Following completion of the grassland restoration, the floodplain expansion area would be 

managed by the City along with the other portions of the preserve consistent with the approved City of 

Roseville O&M Plan. The floodplain expansion area will be designed so that the City of Roseville will not 

need to conduct ongoing maintenance once the area is built and restored. 

Future Extension of Santucci Boulevard 

An approximately 1.2-acre (0.5-hectare) area north of Pleasant Grove Boulevard along the western edge 

of the project site would be set aside as right-of-way for the future extension of Santucci Boulevard. It is 

assumed that the roadway extension would be built as part of the Regional University Specific Plan 

project (not a part of this study) and would not be placed under a conservation easement.  

2.4.2 Circulation System 

The Proposed Action provides for a circulation system that includes a hierarchy of roadways, a 

pedestrian and bikeway network, and public transit links to existing City and regional transit systems. 

New public roads would be constructed within the project site to current City of Roseville standards. The 

on-site arterials (Pleasant Grove Boulevard, Westbrook Boulevard, and Santucci Boulevard) would be 

aligned east-west or north-south to connect to existing roadways to the north and east of the project site.  
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Arterial roadways would range from four to eight lanes with left turn pockets where appropriate, and 

would provide landscape medians and corridors with Class IA bikeways or on-street Class II bike lanes. 

Primary residential streets would include Sierra Trail Drive, Silver Spruce Drive, La Sierra Drive, and 

Mountain Glen Drive. The primary residential streets would offer two travel lanes in a right-of-way 

(ROW) up to 63-foot-wide (19-meter-wide) and a 5-foot-wide (2-meter-wide) sidewalks. A system of 

dedicated pedestrian paths and bikeways would provide off-street connections throughout the 

community and with the City’s existing pedestrian and bikeway facilities to the north and east of the 

project area. The Proposed Action would also provide approximately 2.1 miles (3.4 kilometers) 

landscaped corridors intended to facilitate pedestrian and bicycle movement throughout the plan area, 

and 0.14 mile (0.23 kilometer) of open space trail.  

In addition, one new Transit Transfer Station is planned in association with commercial uses at the 

intersection of Santucci Boulevard and Pleasant Grove Boulevard, and bus turnouts and shelters would 

be provided along Santucci and Westbrook Boulevards.  

2.4.3 Utilities and Public Services 

The utility infrastructure, which includes potable water and wastewater service, storm water 

management and flood protection, would be designed to serve the buildout of the project site and the 

improvements would be constructed in phases. The City of Roseville would provide water, wastewater 

services, electricity, and storm water management. Private providers would serve the Proposed Action 

with natural gas and telecommunications services. Table 2.0-2 summarizes responsibility for utilities and 

services to the Proposed Action. 

 

Table 2.0-2 

Proposed Action Service and Utilities Providers 

 

Service Demand Provider 

Potable water 1,095 acre-feet/year (without conservation) 

1,017 acre-feet/year (with conservation) 

City of Roseville 

Recycled water 113.3 acre-feet/year City of Roseville 

Wastewater treatment 0.392 million gallons per day City of Roseville 

Storm water management 18 acre-feet of detention capacity City of Roseville 

Solid waste services 11,306 tons per year City of Roseville 

Electricity N/A City of Roseville 

Police services N/A Roseville Police Department 

Fire protection services N/A Roseville Fire Department 

Schools N/A Roseville City School District (K–8), Center 

Joint Unified School District (K–12) Roseville 

Joint Union High School District (9–12) 

Natural gas N/A Pacific Gas and Electric Company 

Communications N/A SureWest Communications, AT&T, Comcast, 

WAVE 

Transit N/A Roseville Transit, Placer County Transit 
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Water Infrastructure 

Improvements to supply water to the Proposed Action include a potable water transmission/distribution 

system (a looped distribution system that parallels collector and arterial roadways) and an on-site 

groundwater well. The on-site water system will connect to an existing water main located in Pleasant 

Grove Boulevard which in turn receives water from the City’s Barton Road water treatment plant. A 

recycled water distribution system would also be located in street ROWs. The on-site system would 

connect to a recycled water main located in Pleasant Grove Boulevard. Recycled water would be obtained 

from the PGWWTP and used for irrigation in parks and landscaping along roadways and in commercial 

centers. 

Wastewater Infrastructure 

Wastewater collection and transmission pipelines would be installed on-site within street ROWs. The on-

site collection pipelines would connect to an existing wastewater main located in Pleasant Grove 

Boulevard, which would convey the wastewater to the PGWWTP for treatment and disposal.  

Storm Water Drainage 

Storm water drainage facilities, including conventional subsurface storm drains and culverts would be 

constructed. Low impact development (LID) features, grassy swales, vegetated channels, mechanical 

filtration systems in commercial areas, and other water quality best management practices (BMPs) are 

also included in the Proposed Action.  

Storm water from the eastern one-quarter of the site would drain into a storm drain located in Sierra Trail 

Drive which would drain to the north into an existing 54-inch (137-centimeter) storm drain located in the 

Westpark residential area. That storm drain would convey the runoff into the Westpark open space area 

to the north. Runoff from the central portion of the site would be conveyed by subsurface storm drains 

into an existing storm drain in Pleasant Grove Boulevard along the northern boundary of the project site. 

As shown in Figure 2.0-4, that storm drain currently discharges into an existing unlined bioswale that 

flows north between the Westbrook site and the adjacent Westpark residential development. The 

southern portion of the bioswale would be widened (Figure 2.0-5) and a low berm would be installed 

within the bioswale to detain and slowly release the flows, which would then be conveyed to the north 

and discharged into an intermittent stream that would carry the runoff into the Westbrook open space 

area. Runoff from the western one-quarter of the site would be discharged into a storm drain located in 

Santucci Boulevard and conveyed north to discharge into a bioswale located within the open space area.   

To comply with the requirements of the City of Roseville with respect to storm water detention and flood 

control, based on the proposed development plan, approximately 18 acre-feet (2 hectare-meters) of storm 

water detention capacity would be needed. This would be provided in the northwestern open space area 

in the form of created wetlands and a floodplain expansion area. These wetlands and floodplain 

expansion area would be located adjacent to the two intermittent streams that traverse the open space 

area and would be created by excavating shallow depressions. The Applicant proposes to use the created 

wetlands to partially mitigate the Proposed Action’s impacts on waters of the U.S.  



Proposed Drainage Improvements
FIGURE 2.0-4
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SOURCE: MacKay & Somps – July 2012



Storm Water Channel Plan

FIGURE 2.0-5
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SOURCE: McKay & Somps, July 2012
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Other Infrastructure 

Other improvements include: 

 Electrical infrastructure improvements include 12 kV on-site distribution lines that would be 

placed underground within street ROWs.  

 On-site natural gas infrastructure that would connect to the existing or future PG&E natural gas 

mains within Pleasant Grove Boulevard. 

 One elementary school on-site to serve the project’s demand for school services. 

All of the utility connections that would serve the project site are located within Pleasant Grove 

Boulevard and either have adequate capacity or additional capacity has already been approved as part of 

other projects and, therefore, no off-site improvements would be necessary as part of the Proposed 

Action. The one off-site improvement that is proposed as part of the Proposed Action involves widening 

of the existing bioswale described above.  

2.4.4 Project Implementation  

The USACE anticipates initial development occurring at or near existing infrastructure located 

immediately to the northeast in the developing Westpark area and then proceeding west and south, due 

to logistical and cost considerations inherent in extending infrastructure and services. Infrastructure and 

utilities improvements would be constructed as part of each development phase consistent with the City 

of Roseville standards.  

Construction Activities 

The following paragraphs summarize the activities required to construct the proposed development. 

To reduce haulage and disposal needs, grading is proposed to balance within the project site as a whole. 

In general, grading for building pads, recreational facilities, roads, and infrastructure would require 

average cuts and fills over the site of approximately 1 to 2 feet (0.3 to 0.6 meter). Limited portions of the 

site would have cuts and fills up to approximately 6 or more feet. Backbone utilities within the roads 

would have trenches that range in depth from 3 to 25 feet (1 to 8 meters) from future finished grades.  

Construction activities for residential and commercial uses would be similar to those required for any 

development project. They would include site preparation (vegetation removal), grading (excavation and 

fill placement to create building pads), foundation construction, construction of structures, roofing, 

finishing, paving, and landscaping. A variety of heavy equipment—such as excavators, graders, scrapers, 

concrete trucks, and forklifts—would be required, as well as power and hand tools.  

Construction activities in the open space area proposed for wetland creation and floodplain storage 

would focus on grading to create the appropriate elevations for wetland inundation and floodplain 

storage, followed by reestablishment of grassland vegetation.  

Development of the master planned community envisioned under the Westbrook project would be a 

long-term undertaking. If authorized, construction would begin in 2013 and, depending on market 

conditions, would be completed by about 2035.  
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2.4.5 Measures Adopted by the City of Roseville  

Mitigation measures and conditions of approval were originally identified in the SVSP Environmental 

Impact Report (EIR) as environmentally proactive measures that would be incorporated into 

development of the SVSP, including the Urban Reserve (which includes the site of the Westbrook 

project). These measures were imposed by the City on the Westbrook project and will be monitored as 

part of the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program adopted by the City of Roseville. In some 

instances, measures originally identified for the Urban Reserve were not adopted verbatim, but were 

adopted with changes or were not adopted but were replaced by measures originally written for the 

overall SVSP area. All of these measures previously imposed on the proposed development by the City, 

as they apply to the impacts of the federal action, are incorporated into and a part of the Proposed Action. 

The USACE is not imposing these measures as conditions of a DA permit, as it is certain that they will be 

implemented as they are already binding on the Applicant due to the actions taken by the City of 

Roseville. However, for clarity, the impacts are presented as they would result without the benefit of 

these measures and the mitigation measures imposed by the City are reiterated in this EIS. Although 

NEPA requires that the EIS identify mitigation measures necessary to reduce impacts, for most of the 

impact categories addressed in this EIS, the USACE lacks regulatory authority to require the 

implementation of the mitigation measures to address the topics already subject to City-imposed 

mitigation. 

In addition to City-imposed mitigation measures and conditions of approval, there are other City 

requirements which are part of the Westbrook project, as well as other state laws that the Proposed 

Action (or an alternative) would comply with. These include, but are not limited to, the California 

Building Code requirements, City’s building permit requirements, Roseville City Design Guidelines, City 

of Roseville Water Conservation and Drought Mitigation Ordinance, State Bill 50 related to payment of 

school impact fees, and National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) requirements related 

to construction-phase and operational urban runoff. All of these requirements, which are required by 

law, are considered a part of the Proposed Action (or an alternative) in the assessment of effects in this 

EIS. 

2.4.6 Required Permits and Approvals 

Permits and approvals that are or may be required to construct and operate the Proposed Action are 

summarized below. The text below also identifies the sections of the EIS where additional information 

regarding these permits and approvals can be found. 

Federal Approvals 

 Clean Water Act, Section 404 permit from the USACE (see Section 3.4, Biological Resources, and 

Section 3.10, Hydrology and Water Quality). 

 Endangered Species Act, Section 7 consultation and authorization from USFWS (see Section 3.4, 

Biological Resources). 
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State Approvals 

 Clean Water Act, Section 401 Water Quality Certification from the Central Valley Regional Water 

Quality Control Board (CVRWQCB) (see Section 3.10, Hydrology and Water Quality). 

 Clean Water Act, Section 402 coverage under NPDES Construction General Permit from 

CVRWQCB (see Section 3.10, Hydrology and Water Quality). 

 Master Reclamation permit for recycled water delivery and use from CVRWQCB (see Section 

3.13, Public Services, and Section 3.15 Utilities and Service Systems). 

 California Endangered Species Act/California Fish and Game Code Section 2081 take 

authorization from the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) (see Section 3.4, 

Biological Resources). 

 California Fish and Game Code Section 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement from the CDFW 

(see Section 3.4, Biological Resources, and Section 3.10, Hydrology and Water Quality). 

 California Education Code Section 17210 (see Section 3.9, Hazards and Hazardous Materials). 

Local Approvals 

 Miscellaneous approvals by the City of Roseville (see Section 3.11, Land Use and Planning).  

 Actions by the City of Roseville to modify the approved Westbrook Specific Plan Amendment if 

the USACE adopts an alternative other than the Proposed Action. 

2.5 ALTERNATIVES ANALYZED IN THE EIS 

As discussed earlier in the section, based on their ability to meet the purpose and need of the Proposed 

Action and their feasibility as determined by the application of screening criteria, five on-site alternatives 

and one off-site alternative, were determined to be reasonable alternatives to the Proposed Action and 

were carried forward in the EIS for detailed evaluation along with the No Action Alternative. These 

alternatives are briefly described below. 

2.5.1 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, the project site would be developed in a manner that completely avoids 

activities in jurisdictional waters of the U.S., including wetlands, thereby avoiding the need for the 

USACE approvals under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. The filling of all of the project site 

jurisdictional waters (12.55 acres) would be avoided. State and/or local approvals may still be required. 

The No Action Alternative may require authorization from the USFWS under the federal Endangered 

Species Act because of the potential for incidental take of federally listed species.  

The No Action Alternative would involve development of portions of the approximately 397-acre 

(161-hectare) site, resulting in a reduced extent of residential and commercial uses. Avoidance of Section 

404 triggers would reduce the total development footprint to 275 acres, comprising 177 acres of 

residential uses (1,505 residential units at buildout), 30 acres of commercial and office uses, a 10-acre 

school site, 2 acres of other public uses, 14 acres of parks, and 44 acres of roads. About 122 acres would be 

preserved as open space. With the exception of Mountain Glen Drive, which would be curved to 

minimize open space crossings, roadway layout under this alternative would be substantially similar to 
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the roadway layout under the Proposed Action. Figure 2.0-6 presents the proposed land use plan for the 

No Action Alternative.  

As a result of the reduction in community size, the utility demand of this alternative would be lower. 

Table 2.0-3 presents the estimated utility demand for this and other alternatives discussed below. As with 

the Proposed Action, additional storm water detention capacity would be required (about 14 acre-feet 

under the No Action alternative compared to 18 acre-feet for the Proposed Action) which would require 

the construction of a floodplain expansion area near the project site creeks. As with the Proposed Action, 

no off-site improvements other than the widening of the existing bioswale would be required.  

 

Table 2.0-3 

Utility Demand –Proposed Action and Alternatives  

 

Alternative 

Water Demand 

(acre-feet/ year) 

Recycled Water 

(acre-feet/year) 

Wastewater 

(million gallons 

per day) 

Storm Water 

Detention (acre-

feet)  

No Action 799 99.4 0.281 13.8 

Reduced Footprint/Increased Density 813 124.6 0.324 13.4 

Reduced Footprint/Same Density 784 106.3 0.268 13.4 

Central Preserve 798 105.0 0.269 13.5 

One Acre Fill 677 106.7 0.237 11.8 

Half Acre Fill 706 106.5 0.221 11.1 

Off-Site Alternative 1,001 136.2 0.327 15.8 

Proposed Action 1,095 113.3 0.392 18.0 

 

2.5.2 Reduced Footprint/Increased Density Alternative 

This alternative would also develop the 397-acre (161-hectare) project site but would reduce the footprint 

of development within the site by increasing the acreage designated as open space, with the additional 

open space focused in areas that contain the greatest concentrations of sensitive habitat (vernal pools 

and/or drainages). The additional open space would be concentrated in the central portion of the site, east 

of La Sierra Drive and west of Westbrook Boulevard, and the eastern portion of the site, north of 

Mountain Glen Drive and west of Sierra Trail Drive. Based on its design, this alternative would fill about 

3.1 acres (1.3 hectares) and preserve 9.47 acres (3.83 hectares) of aquatic resources on the project site.  

Under this alternative, total acreage to be developed would be reduced by 26 percent to 267 acres 

(108 hectares), compared to 361 acres (146 hectares) under the Proposed Action, and open space would 

increase to 130 acres (53 hectares), compared to 36 acres (15 hectares) under the Proposed Action. The 

residential development footprint would decrease to 153 acres (62 hectares), versus 245 acres (99 hectares) 

under the Proposed Action. However, residential densities would increase to accommodate a similar 

number of residential units (1,890 residential units under this alternative, compared to 2,029 units under 

the Proposed Action).  



No Action Alternative
FIGURE 2.0-6
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SOURCE: MacKay & Somps – November 2011
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Acreage designated for commercial uses would be reduced slightly under this alternative and school 

acreage would remain the same. The location of roadways and commercial land uses would be largely 

similar to the Proposed Action, with Mountain Glen Drive and Sierra Trail Drive somewhat more curved 

to avoid open space areas. Figure 2.0-7 presents the proposed land use plan for this alternative. 

Table 2.0-3 presents the estimated utility demand for this alternative. As with the Proposed Action, 

additional storm water detention capacity would be required (about 13 acre-feet [1.6 hectare-meters] 

under this alternative compared to 18 acre-feet [2.2 hectare-meters] for the Proposed Action) which 

would require the construction of a floodplain expansion area near the project site creeks. As with the 

Proposed Action and all the other on-site alternatives, no off-site improvements other than the widening 

of the existing bioswale would be required.  

2.5.3 Reduced Footprint/Same Density Alternative 

The Reduced Footprint/Same Density Alternative would have the same reduced development footprint 

as the Reduced Footprint/Increased Density Alternative described above, and this alternative would 

also fill about 3.1 acres (1.3 hectares) and preserve 9.47 acres (3.83 hectares) of aquatic resources on the 

project site.  

However, unlike the alternative described above, under this alternative, residential areas would be 

developed at the same densities as the Proposed Action. As a result, this alternative would provide 

1,405 residential units, compared to 2,029 units under the Proposed Action. Acreage designated for 

commercial uses would be reduced slightly under this alternative by comparison with the Proposed 

Action and school acreage would remain the same. The location of roadways and commercial land uses 

would be largely similar to the Proposed Action, with Mountain Glen Drive and Sierra Trail Drive 

somewhat more curved to avoid open space areas. Figure 2.0-8 presents the proposed land use plan for 

this alternative. Table 2.0-3 presents the estimated utility demand for this alternative. As with the 

Proposed Action additional storm water detention capacity would be required (about 13 acre-feet 

[1.6 hectare-meters] under this alternative compared to 18 acre-feet [2.2 hectare-meters] for the Proposed 

Action) which would require the construction of the floodplain expansion area near the project site 

creeks. As with the Proposed Action and all the other on-site alternatives, no off-site improvements other 

than the widening of the existing bioswale would be required.  

2.5.4 Central Preserve Alternative 

This alternative would reduce the footprint of development within the site by concentrating additional 

open space in a contiguous area that runs roughly north-south through the center of the site and expands 

the open space area in the northwest portion of the site. Based on its design, this alternative would fill 

about 5.05 acres (2.04 hectares) and preserve 7.52 acres (3.04 hectares) of aquatic resources on the project 

site. Under this alternative, total acreage to be developed would be reduced 25 percent to 271 acres 

(110 hectares), compared to 361 acres (146 hectares) under the Proposed Action, and open space would 

increase to 126 acres (51 hectares), compared to 36 acres (15 hectares) under the Proposed Action. The 

residential development footprint would decrease to 162 acres (66 hectares), compared to 245 acres 

(99 hectares) under the Proposed Action. As residential densities would remain similar to the Proposed 
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Action, the total number of residential units under this alternative would be about 1,415. Acreage 

designated for commercial and school uses would be similar to the Proposed Action under this 

alternative. The location of roadways and commercial land uses would be largely similar to the Proposed 

Action, with Mountain Glen Drive and Sierra Trail Drive somewhat more curved to avoid open space 

areas. Figure 2.0-9 presents the proposed land use plan for this alternative. Table 2.0-3 presents the 

estimated utility demand for this alternative. As with the Proposed Action, additional storm water 

detention capacity would be required (about 14 acre-feet [1.7 hectare-meters] under this alternative 

compared to 18 acre-feet [2.2 hectare-meters] for the Proposed Action) which would require the 

construction of a floodplain expansion area near the project site creeks. As with the Proposed Action and 

all the other on-site alternatives, no off-site improvements other than the widening of the existing 

bioswale would be required.  

2.5.5 One Acre Fill Alternative 

Under the One Acre Fill Alternative, areas on the project site containing waters of the U.S. would be 

preserved as open space such that no more than 1 acre (0.4 hectare) of jurisdictional waters would be 

filled to build the land development under this alternative and the vast majority of the project site aquatic 

resources (11.63 acres [4.71 hectares]) would not be filled. This would reduce the development footprint 

to about 236 acres (96 hectares), compared to 361 acres (146 hectares) under the Proposed Action. The 

proposed residential densities under this alternative are greater than the densities included in the 

Proposed Action. However, due to the reduced footprint of development, the total residential 

development would be reduced to 1,340 dwelling units, compared to 2,029 units under the Proposed 

Action. Land designated for commercial uses would be about 23 acres (9 hectares) compared to 43 acres 

(17 hectares) under the Proposed Action. School acreage would remain the same as under the Proposed 

Action. Open space acreage would increase from about 36 acres (15 hectares) under the Proposed Action 

to about 161 acres (65 hectares) under this alternative. The alignments of Mountain Glen Drive, Silver 

Spruce Drive, and Sierra Trail Drive would be substantially different from the alignments of these 

roadways under the Proposed Action. This alternative would also include a bridge along a portion of 

Silver Spruce Drive. Figure 2.0-10 presents the proposed land use plan for this alternative. Table 2.0-3 

presents the estimated utility demand for this alternative. As with the Proposed Action, additional storm 

water detention capacity would be required (about 12 acre-feet [1.5 hectare-meters] under this alternative 

compared to 18 acre-feet [2.2 hectare-meters] for the Proposed Action) which would require the 

construction of a floodplain expansion area near the project site creeks. As with the Proposed Action and 

all the other on-site alternatives, no off-site improvements other than the widening of the existing 

bioswale would be required.  



Reduced Footprint / Increased Density Alternative
FIGURE 2.0-7
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SOURCE: MacKay & Somps – June 2012



Reduced Footprint/Same Density Alternative
FIGURE 2.0-8
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Central Preserve Alternative
FIGURE 2.0-9
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SOURCE: MacKay & Somps – September 2012



One Acre Fill Alternative
FIGURE 2.0-10
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2.5.6 Half Acre Fill Alternative 

Under the Half Acre Fill Alternative, areas on the project site containing wetland resources would be 

preserved as open space such that no more than 0.5 acre (0.2 hectare) of jurisdictional waters would be 

filled to build the planned community under this alternative. Based on its design, this alternative would 

fill about 0.47 acre (0.19 hectare) and preserve 12.08 acres (4.89 hectares) of aquatic resources on the 

project site.  

This alternative would reduce the development footprint to about 223 acres (90 hectares), compared to 

361 acres (146 hectares) under the Proposed Action. As with the One Acre Fill Alternative above, the 

proposed residential densities under this alternative are greater than the densities included in the 

Proposed Action. However, due to the reduced footprint of development, the total number of residential 

units would be reduced to 1,256 dwelling units, compared to 2,029 units under the Proposed Action. 

Land designated for commercial uses would be about 19 acres (8 hectares) compared to 43 acres 

(17 hectares) under the Proposed Action. Acreage for school uses would be largely the same as under the 

Proposed Action. Open space acreage would increase from about 36 acres (15 hectares) under the 

Proposed Action to about 174 acres (70 hectares) under this alternative. The alignments of Mountain Glen 

Drive, Silver Spruce Drive, and Sierra Trail Drive would be substantially different from the alignments of 

these roadways under the Proposed Action. This alternative would also include a bridge along a portion 

of Silver Spruce Drive. Figure 2.0-11 presents the proposed land use plan for this alternative. Table 2.0-3 

presents the estimated utility demand for this alternative. As with the Proposed Action, additional storm 

water detention capacity would be required (about 11 acre-feet [1.4 hectare-meters] under this alternative 

compared to 18 acre-feet [2.2 hectare-meters] for the Proposed Action) which would require the 

construction of a floodplain expansion area near the project site creeks. As with the Proposed Action and 

all the other on-site alternatives, no off-site improvements other than the widening of the existing 

bioswale would be required.  

2.5.7 Off-Site Alternative (Placer Ranch Site) 

This is an off-site alternative that would construct the Westbrook project on an approximately 406-acre 

(164-hectare) portion of the Placer Ranch Specific Plan site located approximately 3.5 miles 

(5.6 kilometers) to the northwest of the project site within unincorporated Placer County. Under the Off-

Site Alternative, approximately 6.2 acres (2.5 hectares) of jurisdictional waters would be filled and 3 acres 

(1.2 hectares) of aquatic resources on the alternative site would be preserved.  

The Placer Ranch site is bounded by the Roseville City limit to the south, and is located west of light 

industrial uses along Industrial Avenue. The alternate site is primarily outside of the 1-mile 

(1.6-kilometer) County-defined Western Regional Landfill buffer area within which development is 

restricted to non-residential uses. The total development footprint of 346 acres (140 hectares) would 

comprise 179 acres (72 hectares) of residential uses (1,560 units at buildout), 35 acres (14 hectares) of 

commercial and office uses, 45 acres (18 hectares) of industrial uses, 10 acres (4 hectares) of schools, 

14 acres (6 hectares) of parks, and 43 acres (17 hectares) of roads. Figure 2.0-12 presents the proposed land 

use plan for this alternative. The industrial uses would be located in the southern portion of the site in an 
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area where other land uses cannot be placed due to the presence of a peaking power plant. About 

60 acres (24 hectares) would be preserved as open space. As shown in the figure, due to its location in an 

industrial area, this alternative includes a 100-foot (30-meter) buffer along the northern and eastern 

boundary to separate the on-site residential uses from the adjacent industrial uses. Figure 2.0-13 presents 

the storm drainage infrastructure corridor for this alternative and Figure 2.0-14 presents the wastewater 

infrastructure corridor for this alternative. 

Table 2.0-3 presents the estimated utility demand for this alternative. A number of off-site utility 

improvements will be necessary to construct the proposed master planned community at this site. These 

include two storm drains and storm water detention basins in the area to the west of the alternative site; a 

24-inch (61-centimeter) and an 18-inch (46-centimeter) wastewater lines that would extend off-site to the 

west and connect to a new 36-inch (91-centimeter) main that would carry wastewater into an existing 48-

inch (122-centimeter) main that would convey the wastewater to the PGWWTP. With respect to potable 

and recycled water, service to the site would be provided via two new 16-inch (41-centimeter) water lines 

and recycled water lines that would connect to existing water and recycled water lines to the east and 

south of the alternative site. The entire 2,250-acre (910-hectare) Placer Ranch Specific Plan site has 

previously been proposed for development of 6,793 residential dwelling units, 527 acres (213 hectares) of 

business park and light industrial uses, 150 acres (61 hectares) of office uses, 99 acres (40 hectares) of 

commercial uses, and a 300-acre (121-hectare) branch campus for the California State University, 

Sacramento. The Placer Ranch SP project was originally proposed in the County. A development 

application was submitted to the City of Roseville in 2007, but the project has been on hold since early 

2008 and is no longer being pursued. 

2.6 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT REJECTED 

As discussed above, CEQ’s NEPA implementing regulations require an EIS to consider a reasonable 

range of alternatives that could accomplish the purpose of the agency’s proposed action. However, an EIS 

is not required to consider all possible alternatives—only a reasonable range of alternatives that (1) are 

feasible, and (2) would satisfy the project purpose and need. Under the Clean Water Act regulations 

adopted by the USACE, moreover, the USACE may reject consideration of alternative sites that, if 

developed along the lines proposed by a permit Applicant, would lead to a greater level of environmental 

impact on aquatic resources than would occur under a proposed action. The following sections briefly 

describe the six off-site alternatives that the USACE eliminated from detailed analysis, along with the 

reasons for their dismissal.  



Half Acre Fill Alternative
FIGURE 2.0-11
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SOURCE: MacKay & Somps – June 2012



Placer Ranch Off-Site Alternative
FIGURE 2.0-12
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SOURCE: MacKay & Somps – August 2012
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2.6.1 Amoruso Ranch  

The 674-acre Amoruso Ranch SP area is located on the south side of West Sunset Boulevard 

approximately 1.5 miles west of Fiddyment Road. The Creekview SP area is located to the south and 

Reason Farms is located to the west of the Amoruso Ranch SP area. The site is located in unincorporated 

Placer County, but is within the City’s SOI.  

The City of Roseville received a Specific Plan application for the property in May 2011. The developer is 

proposing a land plan that includes 2,785 residential units in a mix of low, medium, and high density; 

two commercial parcels totaling 55.5 acres (22.5 hectares); a 7-acre (3-hectare) elementary school site; six 

neighborhood parks; a 6.9-acre (2.8-hectare) fire station/public facilities site; and a 140-acre (57-hectare) 

open space preserve.  

This site is primarily fallow grassland with a large area of irrigated pasture along the eastern boundary. 

Based on a preliminary assessment using aerial photographs, the Amoruso Ranch site contains 

approximately 38.63 acres of aquatic resources. Two large wetland areas are present: a swale/vernal pool 

system in the northwest quadrant, and a seasonal wetland/vernal pool complex along the southern 

boundary. The vernal pool component is of relatively high quality because the property has not been 

highly modified in the past. The entire site is within the fairy shrimp Core Recovery Area.  

Basis for Eliminating this Site 

The USACE eliminated this site based on Screening Criterion 1, Biological Resources Sensitivity, and 

Criterion 2, Preliminary Assessment of Availability. The biological resources on this site are of better 

quality than the resources on the project site. Vernal pools/seasonal wetlands are prevalent and scattered 

throughout most of the property. Most of the aquatic resources are of high quality and are relatively 

undisturbed. Listed crustaceans are known to occur in some areas of this site. By comparison, the project 

site has only about 12 acres (5 hectares) of aquatic resources and most of the aquatic resources on the site 

are degraded due to past disturbances associated with disking, grazing, and cultivation. There is also an 

active proposal for development of the Amoruso Ranch site.  

2.6.2 Reason Farms Panhandle 

In May 2003, the City of Roseville approved the acquisition of two parcels of land, the Reason Farms and 

Warnick properties, totaling approximately 1,700 acres (688 hectares) along Pleasant Grove Creek. This 

property was acquired by the City for the purpose of constructing storm water retention basins, but 

would also provide open space and recreation opportunities for the City. Development of the retention 

basins is currently in the design process.  

The “panhandle” is a 234-acre (95-hectare) area located in the southeastern corner of the Reason Farms 

property northwest of the West Roseville Specific Plan area. This area is potentially a suitable alternative 

site for the Proposed Action because the City does not plan to use this area for storm water detention 

facilities. 
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Basis for Eliminating this Site 

The USACE eliminated this site based on Criterion 3, Feasibility of Acquiring Sufficient Acreage. The City 

indicated that the property is not available for sale at this time.  

2.6.3 Regional University  

The Regional University SP area comprises approximately 1,158 acres (469 hectares) and is located south 

of Pleasant Grove Creek between Brewer Road and the western boundary of the City of Roseville, 

approximately 1.6 miles (2.6 kilometers) north of Baseline Road. The Placer County Board of Supervisors 

considered the proposed Regional University SP in 2008. 

The Regional University SP area is located adjacent to the existing Roseville City limits. Although an 

alternative site could be located anywhere within the 1-mile (1.6-kilometer) zone, for purposes of 

analysis, a 400-acre (462-hectare) site immediately adjacent to the West Roseville SP area was selected as a 

potentially suitable alternative site for the Proposed Action as this site would be close to the westerly 

edge of development within the West Roseville SP area and easily accessible via a short extension of the 

Blue Oaks Boulevard. 

Bases for Eliminating this Site 

The USACE eliminated this site based on Criterion 3, Feasibility of Acquiring Sufficient Acreage. The 

primary landowners of the site indicated that the property is not available for sale at this time.  

2.6.4 Curry Creek  

The Curry Creek Community Plan (CP) area comprises approximately 2,113 acres (855 hectares) bounded 

by the proposed Regional University SP Area to the north, Baseline Road to the south, the proposed 

Westbrook site to the east, and undeveloped land to the west. The County Board of Supervisors directed 

staff to proceed with studying the area for future development in 2003, but at this time there is no specific 

plan or formal development application for the site. 

The eastern half of the Curry Creek CP area is within 1 mile (1.6 kilometers) of the City’s SOI. As an 

alternative site could be located anywhere within the 1-mile (1.6-kilometer) zone, the entire eastern half of 

the Curry Creek CP area (approximately 1,000 acres [405 hectares]) was evaluated to determine if any 

portion of the area could serve as a potentially suitable alternative site for the Proposed Action. 

Basis for Eliminating this Site 

The USACE eliminated this site based on Criterion 3, Feasibility of Acquiring Sufficient Acreage. The 

primary landowners of the site indicated that the property is not available for sale at this time.  
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2.6.5 Industrial Infill 

The 240-acre (97-hectare) Industrial Infill site is located on the south side of Blue Oaks Boulevard to the 

west of the Hewlett Packard campus. The City processed a specific plan for the site in 2005–2006, but the 

Applicant withdrew the application prior to approval in 2007. At this time there is no specific plan or 

formal development application for the site. 

Basis for Eliminating this Site 

The USACE eliminated this site based on Criterion 3, Feasibility of Acquiring Sufficient Acreage. The 

primary landowners of the site indicated that the property is not available for sale at this time.  

2.6.6 Dry Creek – West Placer  

The Dry Creek – West Placer CP area is located to the southeast of the proposed Westbrook project site, 

south of Baseline Road and east of the Placer Vineyards SP area. The County approved the CP in 1990, 

and the plan was subsequently revised in 2007 as part of the Placer Vineyards project approvals. This site 

currently supports areas of suburban development as well as numerous rural residences. An 

approximately 450-acre (182-hectare) site within the CP area south of Vineyard Road is currently 

undeveloped and was selected as a potentially suitable alternative site for the Proposed Action. 

Basis for Eliminating this Site 

The USACE eliminated this site based on Criterion 3, Feasibility of Acquiring Sufficient Acreage. Two 

owners of parcels totaling 261 acres (106 hectares) within the 450-acre (182-hectare) site indicated that 

they have no interest in selling their land at this time; as a result there is not enough available acreage for 

this to be a viable alternative site.  

2.7 SUMMARY COMPARISON OF PROPOSED ACTION AND 

ALTERNATIVES 

Table 2.0-4 compares key features of the Proposed Action, No Action Alternative, and the six on- and off-

site alternatives.  

2.8 REFERENCES 

City of Roseville. 2010. Sierra Vista Specific Plan Final Environmental Report. 
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Table 2.0-4 

Proposed Action and Alternatives – Acreages by Land Use and Aquatic Resource Impacts  

 

Alternative 

Development 

Footprint 
Residential 

Acreage 

Residential 

Units at 

Buildout Other Development Acreage 

Open 

Space 

Acreage 

Potential 

Direct 

Impacts on 

Aquatic 

Resources1 

Proposed Action 361 245 2,029 Commercial 43 36 9.61  

(2.98 acres 
preserved) 

Public/Quasi-Public 11 

Parks 16 

Roads2 46 

No Action 275 177 1,505 Commercial 30 122 0  

(12.55 acres 

preserved) 
Public/Quasi-Public 12 

Parks 14 

Roads2 44 

Reduced 

Footprint/ 
Increased 

Density 

267 153 1,890 Commercial 40 130 3.10  

(9.47 acres 

preserved) 
Public/Quasi-Public 12 

Parks 16 

Roads2 47 

Reduced 

Footprint/Same 

Density 

267 158 1,405 Commercial 40 130 3.10 

(9.47 acres 
preserved) 

Public/Quasi-Public 12 

Parks 11 

Roads2 47 

Central Preserve 271 162 1,415 Commercial 40 126 5.05  

(7.52 acres 

preserved) 
Public/Quasi-Public 11 

Parks 12 

Roads2 46 

One Acre Fill 236 140 1,340 Commercial 23 161 0.94  

(11.63 acres 

preserved)  
Public/Quasi-Public 12 

Parks 13 

Roads2 49 

Half Acre Fill 223 129 1,256 Commercial 19 174 0.47  

(12.08 acres 
preserved) 

Public/Quasi-Public 13 

Parks 13 

Roads2 50 

Off-Site 346 179 1,560 Commercial/Industrial 80 60 11.92 

(3.9 acres 

preserved) 
Public/Quasi-Public 12 

Parks 14 

Roads2 43 

    
1 Preliminary estimate based on land use plans and existing information on wetlands and other jurisdictional waters on the project site. Acres 

of aquatic resources preserved under the alternative are reported in parentheses. 
2 Includes the area of major roads and landscape corridors. 
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3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

3.0.1 INTRODUCTION 

This section presents an analysis of each resource topic identified through preliminary environmental 

analysis and the public scoping process as likely to be affected by the Proposed Action or any of the 

alternatives to the Proposed Action. Each section describes the affected environment as it relates to that 

specific resource topic; the direct and indirect effects that could result from implementation of the 

Proposed Action or an alternative; and mitigation measures that would avoid, reduce, or compensate for 

significant effects of the Proposed Action or an alternative. The subsections below summarize the 

approach to the impact analysis, including key assumptions and data used in the analysis, to assist the 

reader in better understanding the analyses contained in this Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

(Draft EIS).  

3.0.2 SCOPE OF THE EIS 

In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), this Draft EIS provides an evaluation 

of potential effects on the human environment, which includes an analysis of the natural and physical 

environment and the relationship of people with that environment (40 CFR § 1508.14). Council on 

Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 CFR § 1508.27) provide guidance as to the requirement to 

evaluate impacts in an EIS and identify the need to evaluate a Proposed Action’s effects on the following: 

public health and safety; historical and cultural resources; parklands; prime farmlands; wetlands; wild 

and scenic rivers; ecologically critical areas; and Endangered or Threatened species or their habitat.  

Based on the input received during the EIS scoping process, as described in Chapter 1.0, Introduction 

and Statement of Purposed and Need, this Draft EIS addresses the following resource topics or 

categories of effects in detail: 

 Aesthetics 

 Agricultural Resources  

 Air Quality 

 Biological Resources  

 Climate Change 

 Cultural Resources  

 Environmental Justice, Population and 

Housing 

 Geology, Soils, and Minerals 

 Hazards and Hazardous Materials  

 Hydrology and Water Quality 

 Land Use and Planning 

 Noise 

 Public Services  

 Traffic and Transportation  

 Utilities and Service Systems 

These topics address all of the resource topics identified in the CEQ regulations with the exception of 

parklands and wild and scenic rivers. No parkland or wild and scenic rivers are present within the area 

of effect of the Proposed Action or the alternatives.  
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3.0.3 SECTION CONTENTS AND DEFINITION OF TERMS 

Each resource topic considered in this section of the Draft EIS is addressed under six primary subsections: 

Introduction; Affected Environment; Regulatory Framework – Applicable Laws, Regulations, Plans and 

Policies; Significance Thresholds and Analysis Methodology; Environmental Consequences and 

Mitigation Measures; Residual Significant Impacts; and Cumulative Impacts. An overview of the 

information included in these subsections is provided below. 

3.0.3.1 Introduction 

The introduction section describes the analyzed topic and the contents of the analysis. It also provides the 

sources used to characterize the affected environment and evaluate the potential effects of the Proposed 

Action and alternatives.  

3.0.3.2 Affected Environment 

This section describes the existing conditions in the area of the Proposed Action and the alternatives for 

each resource topic. The section provides a description of the applicable physical setting of the project site 

and its surroundings (e.g., existing land uses, existing soil conditions, existing traffic conditions). The 

Westbrook project, is expected to be built out over a period of 15 to 30 years depending on market 

conditions, with full project build out in 2025 (or later). As such, the Draft EIS presents future 2025 No 

Westbrook conditions for certain resource topics, such as traffic, to evaluate accurately the effects of the 

Proposed Action and its alternatives. 

3.0.3.3 Regulatory Framework – Applicable Laws, Regulations, Plans, and Policies 

This section presents relevant federal, state, and local laws, regulations, plans, and policies. Only those 

laws, regulations, and policies that are pertinent to the impact analysis are included.  

3.0.3.4 Significance Thresholds and Analysis Methodology  

Significance Thresholds 

For each resource topic included in this section, the Draft EIS identifies criteria used by the U.S. Army 

Corps of Engineers (USACE) to evaluate the significance of the effects. Although CEQ regulations 

(40 CFR § 1508.27) provide guidance as to the requirement to evaluate impacts in an EIS, CEQ guidance 

generally does not specify the criteria to be used to evaluate the significance of the specific effects of the 

proposed action.  

In evaluating the significance of a project’s effects, NEPA requires a consideration of both context and 

intensity (40 CFR § 1508.27). “Context” means that the significance must be analyzed in several contexts, 

such as the human environment, affected region, affected interests, and the local setting. “Intensity” 

refers to the severity of the impact. Impacts must be evaluated that may be both beneficial and adverse. 

Both context and intensity were considered in the evaluation of the environmental impacts of the 

Proposed Action and alternatives.  
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Analysis Methodology 

This section summarizes the methodology used to evaluate direct, indirect, and cumulative effects. 

Impacts are evaluated quantitatively where possible and qualitatively where quantification is not 

feasible. All effects are evaluated relative to the No Action Alternative, which represents conditions that 

would exist on the project site even if the DA permit were denied by the USACE. 

3.0.3.5 Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures  

This section presents the environmental effects from the construction and operation of the Proposed 

Action or its alternatives. All impacts are numbered (for instance, Impact AES-1 refers to the first impact 

under Aesthetics) and shown in bold type. Mitigation measures are numbered to correspond to the 

impact. Impacts and mitigation measures are numbered consecutively within each topic.  

The following terms, as defined below, are used in this Draft EIS to describe the types of effects that could 

result from the implementation of the Proposed Action or its alternatives.  

 Direct Effect. An effect caused by the action that occurs at the same time and place. 

 Indirect Effect. An effect that is caused by the action and occurs later in time or in a different 

location than the action, but is still reasonably foreseeable. 

 No Effect. There would be no effect from implementation of the action. 

 Adverse Effect. An effect that would negatively affect the environmental resource value or 

quality as it exists prior to the project. Adverse effects are further qualified as significant or less 

than significant impacts based on significance thresholds presented under each resource topic. 

 Residual Effect. The effect remaining after feasible mitigation measures have been implemented 

to reduce a significant effect.  

 Cumulative Effect. An effect resulting from the incremental impact of the action when added to 

the effects from other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions. 

 Beneficial Effect. An effect resulting from the action that would result in an improvement of the 

environmental resource value or quality as it exists prior to the project.  

3.0.3.6 Residual Significant Impacts 

This section discusses any potentially significant impacts that cannot be fully mitigated and would 

remain significant even after mitigation. 

3.0.3.7 Cumulative Impacts 

NEPA regulations require that cumulative impacts of a proposed action be assessed and disclosed in 

an EIS. CEQ regulations define a cumulative impact as “the impact on the environment which results 

from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 

future actions regardless of what agency (federal or non-federal) or person undertakes such other actions. 

Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place 

over a period of time.” (40 CFR § 1508.7)  
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According to a 1997 CEQ guidance document entitled, “Considering Cumulative Effects Under the 

National Environmental Policy Act,” cumulative effects must be evaluated along with the direct effects 

and indirect effects (those that occur later in time or farther removed in distance) of each alternative. The 

range of alternatives considered must include the No Action Alternative, which can be used as a baseline 

against which to evaluate cumulative effects. The CEQ guidance also describes the concept of baseline as 

“[T]he baseline condition of the resource of concern should include a description of how conditions have 

changed over time and how they are likely to change in the future without the proposed action” (CEQ 

1997). The range of actions that must be considered includes not only the project proposal but all 

connected and similar actions that could contribute to cumulative effects.  

This Draft EIS used a six-step approach in developing a cumulative impact analysis. These steps include 

the following: (1) identify resources to consider in the cumulative impact analysis; (2) define the 

timeframe for cumulative impact assessment; (3) define study area for each resource; (4) identify other 

present and reasonably foreseeable future actions that could also affect the resource; (5) assess and report 

potential cumulative impacts by first describing the current health and historical context for each 

resource and then identifying the direct and indirect impacts of the Proposed Action that might 

contribute to a cumulative impact; and (6) assess the need for mitigation. 

Identification of Resources to consider in the Cumulative Impact Analysis  

The USACE used NEPA guidance to identify resource topics that would be considered in the cumulative 

impact analysis (40 CFR 1508.25). From a review of the likely environmental impacts analyzed in 

Chapter 3.0, Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences, the USACE determined that the 

analysis of cumulative impacts would be limited to the following resource topics: Aesthetics, Agricultural 

Resources, Air Quality, Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, Hydrology, Noise, and Utilities. 

With respect to the remaining topics, the analysis in Chapter 3.0, shows that the Proposed Action and its 

alternatives would either not result in any direct or indirect impacts and therefore would not contribute 

to a cumulative impact (i.e., there would be no impact related to environmental justice; therefore the 

Proposed Action would not contribute to a cumulative impact related to environmental justice); or that 

the nature of the resource is such that impacts do not have the potential to cumulate (i.e., impacts related 

to geology are site specific and do not cumulate); or that the analysis in Chapter 3.0 is in essence a 

cumulative analysis and no further evaluation is required. For example because climate change is global 

in nature, the analysis in Section 3.5, Climate Change, is inherently a cumulative impact assessment. 

Similarly, the traffic analysis in Section 3.14, Transportation and Traffic, evaluates the effects from traffic 

that would result from growth in regional traffic through 2025 combined with the growth in traffic due to 

the Proposed Action at buildout. That analysis, therefore, presents the cumulative traffic impacts that 

were determined to be significant and the Proposed Action’s contribution to the cumulative impacts was 

found to be substantial. As appropriate, mitigation measures are proposed to address the Proposed 

Action’s contribution to the cumulative traffic impacts. 
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Definition of Timeframe for Analysis 

For each resource topic that was carried forth for cumulative impact assessment, the timeframe for 

cumulative analysis was defined based on the specific characteristics of the resource.  

Timeframe for Analysis - Biological Resources 

As required by NEPA, this Draft EIS considers cumulative effects of the Proposed Action in combination 

with other past, present and reasonably foreseeable future projects. The Clean Water Act (33 USC §1251 et 

seq. [1972]) was enacted in 1972. This law gave authority to the USACE to issue permits for the discharge 

of dredge or fill materials into the Waters of the U.S. As the USACE has been regulating the filling of 

wetlands since 1972, the timeframe that bounds the cumulative impact analysis in this Draft EIS for 

wetland and related special-status species impacts is approximately 40 years in the past, (i.e., year 1970).  

As noted in Chapter 2.0, Proposed Action and Alternatives, the Proposed Action is anticipated to be 

fully built out in 15 to 30 years (between 2028 and 2043) depending on housing market conditions. 

Therefore, 30 years in the future would serve as an appropriate timeline for the identification of other 

reasonably foreseeable future actions to be considered in the cumulative impact analysis. However, other 

projects in the vicinity such as the Sierra Vista Specific Plan and Placer Vineyards Specific Plan are 

expected to reach buildout in approximately 40 years or longer. In addition, the draft Placer County 

Conservation Plan (PCCP) that has been developed by the County for this area is based on long-range 

growth projections for western Placer County, which go out 50 years into the future. Based on the 

above, the timeframe used to bound the cumulative analysis is approximately 50 years in the future, 

(i.e., year 2060). 

Timeframe for Analysis - Aesthetics, Agricultural Resources, Air Quality, Cultural Resources, 

Hydrology, Noise, and Utilities 

The timeframe for evaluation of cumulative impacts of most of the other resources is also development 

that has occurred in the area around the project site in the past 40 years and future development that is 

anticipated through 2060. For a few topics such as transportation and traffic where conditions through 

2060 cannot be reasonably predicted, the timeframe for cumulative impacts has a horizon year of 2025 

which is consistent with the horizon year that the City of Roseville has been using to evaluate the 

environmental impacts of the cumulative growth in the City. 

Definition of Study Area 

For each resource that was carried forth for cumulative impact assessment, the study area was defined 

based on the nature and characteristics of the resource.  

Aesthetics 

The cumulative context for aesthetics is the area immediately surrounding the project site that has been 

previously developed or is proposed for development. Within this area, the study area is defined to 

include areas that are visible from major roadways, namely, Market Street. 
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Agricultural Resources 

The study area for cumulative impacts to agricultural resources is defined to be the northern Central 

Valley, in particular southwestern Placer County, northern Sacramento County, and southeastern Sutter 

County, which contain a wide range of agricultural uses, from grazing and row crops to orchards, and 

contain soils that are similar to the project site.  

Air Quality 

The study area for cumulative air quality impacts is the Sacramento Valley Air Basin, which includes 

Butte, Colusa, Glenn, Sacramento, Shasta, Sutter, Tehama, Yolo, and Yuba counties, the western 

urbanized portion of Placer County, and the eastern portion of Solano County.  

Biological Resources 

Extensive areas of vernal pool habitat occur throughout California. According to the California 

Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), vernal pools occur in a diverse array of areas in California 

including the Central Valley and cismontane foothills, lowlands in the Transverse and Coast Ranges, 

southern coastal mesas and the extreme northeast corner of the state on the Modoc Plateau (CDFG 1998). 

Within the Central Valley, vernal pool habitat occurs in the transitional zone between the Sierra Nevada 

foothills and the valley flatlands. The Proposed Action is located in this transitional zone and would 

contribute to the loss of vernal pool habitat in the Central Valley. However, to provide a more focused 

analysis of cumulative impacts, the study area for vernal pools and other biological resource impacts 

was defined to include a subregion of the Central Valley vernal pool area. This subregion, shown in 

Figure 3.0-1, Study Area for Cumulative Impacts, includes all of western Placer County, the northern 

portion of Sacramento County, and the western portion of Sutter County.  

To delineate the boundaries of this study area, the USACE conducted a review of aerial photographs 

from 1970 of western Placer County and adjoining portions of Sutter and Sacramento counties, which is 

close to the time when the Clean Water Act was enacted. As vernal pools typically occur in landscapes 

that are shallowly sloping or nearly level at a broad scale, and typically occur embedded in grasslands, all 

areas that exhibited these characteristics on the aerial photographs from 1970 were assumed to support 

vernal pools and were included in the study area by the USACE. Lands that did not support grasslands 

or showed other landscapes such as agricultural fields or urban development were excluded. This 

approach was used to define the northern, western, and southern boundary of the study area (see 

Figure 3.0-1). The eastern boundary of the study area was defined based on elevation above sea level. 

Based on the observed distribution of vernal pools, vernal pools primarily occur at elevations below 

200 feet (61 meters). Therefore, a generalized eastern boundary was drawn corresponding roughly to the 

200-foot (61-meter) contour. The study area defined in this manner encompasses the Western Placer 

County core area in the USFWS’s Vernal Pool Recovery Plan.  
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The analysis of cumulative biological resource impacts is focused on this study area and documents the 

losses of vernal pool habitat that have occurred in this area since 1970 and additional losses that are 

projected to result from the Proposed Action and other reasonably foreseeable future development 

through approximately 2060. As the study area is a subregion of the Central Valley vernal pool area, past 

and present trends of habitat losses in the Central Valley are also briefly described in this chapter to 

provide the broader context for the cumulative impact. 

Cultural Resources 

The study area for cumulative impacts on cultural resources is western Placer County because, to the 

extent that there are any pre-historic and historic resources within the project site, their significance is 

generally expected to be confined to the local area, and they are generally not expected to have a broader 

significance to the State of California. Therefore, the cumulative impacts of the Proposed Action on 

cultural resources are not anticipated to cumulate with impacts of projects outside of western Placer 

County. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

The study area for cumulative effects to surface water hydrology and water quality is Curry Creek 

watershed within which the Proposed Action would be located. The cumulative context for effects to 

groundwater is the North American Groundwater Sub-basin.  

Noise 

The cumulative context for noise depends on whether the source is mobile (traffic related) or stationary 

source related (factory, generator, etc.). Traffic from the Proposed Action would result in noise both on 

and outside the project site. At the same time, the project site development would also be subjected to 

traffic noise associated with the development of other nearby areas. Consequently, the cumulative context 

for noise is southwestern Placer County.  

Utilities and Service Systems 

The study area for potential cumulative impacts related to provision of utilities is the service area for each 

utility district, including the service areas of City of Roseville and the Placer County Water Agency for 

water supply, the City of Roseville’s service area for wastewater, and the service area of the regional 

landfill for solid waste impacts.  

Identification of Other Past, Present and Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions and 

Projects 

As noted above, the timeframe selected for most of the resource topics addressed in this cumulative 

impact assessment is 40 years in the past to approximately 50 years in the future. Two methods were used 

to analyze the changes in the study area due to historical agricultural practices and land development 

over the last 40 years. Firstly, the USACE conducted a review of historical aerial photographs to 

characterize the changes in land use patterns at a landscape scale. Secondly, USACE conducted a review 

of DA permits issued for projects within the study area between approximately 1990 and 2011 to 

characterize the changes in the study area with respect to the Waters of the U.S. Furthermore, the 

conditions that exist in the study area at this time, which are reflective of the effects of past actions, were 

fully considered in the evaluation of cumulative impacts. 
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With respect to reasonably foreseeable future projects and actions, the USACE identified these based on a 

both a list of reasonably foreseeable projects/actions and a summary of growth projections. Because the 

development of the Proposed Action would occur over a long period of time (estimated between 15 and 

30 years from authorization), the projections-based approach was used to identify other foreseeable 

growth in the study area. In order to provide a more detailed analysis of certain cumulative impacts, the 

projections were supplemented by a list of reasonably foreseeable projects. The Cities of Roseville, 

Lincoln, and Placer County were contacted to develop this list. The projects are listed in Table 3.0-1, 

Present and Reasonably Foreseeable Actions in the Cumulative Study Area. 

 

Table 3.0-1 

Present and Reasonably Foreseeable Actions in the Cumulative Study Area 

 

Project  Acreage Residential Units 

Fiddyment Road Wideninga NA NA 

Amoruso Specific Plan 674 2,785 

Creekview Specific Planb 501 2,011 

Regional University Specific Planc 1,157.5 1,155 

Placer Vineyards Specific Pland Base Plan Scenario 5,230 14,132 

Placer Vineyards Specific Pland Blueprint Scenario 5,230 21,634 

Riolo Vineyards Specific Plane 525.8 933 

Placer Parkway Alternative 5f NA NA 

Reason Farms Retentiong 1,500 NA 

Sierra Vista Specific Planh 1,612 6,650 

Elverta Specific Plani 423 2,454 

Lincoln 270j 270 NA 

Sutter Pointe Specific Plank 7,528 16,901 

Village 7 Lewis Propertyl 515.9 2,470 

Westbrook Projectm 397 2,029 

    

Note: NA – not applicable 
a. Department of the Army Permit SPK-2010-00735. August 5, 2011. 
b. City of Roseville. December 2010. Draft EIR, Creekview Specific Plan. 
c. Placer County. December 2007. Draft EIR, Regional University Specific Plan. Prepared by PBS&J. 
d Impact Sciences. 2013.  
e. Placer County. January 2008. Draft EIR, Riolo Vineyards Specific Plan. Prepared by URS. 
f. Placer County. June 2007. Draft EIR, Placer Parkway. Prepared by URS. (note: Alternative 5 was determined to be the preferred 

alternative) 
g. City of Roseville. 16 October 2002. Draft EIR for the City of Roseville Retention Basin Project. Prepared by URS. 
h Impact Sciences. 2012. 
i. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. December 2012. Elverta Specific Plan Draft EIS. (note: Alternative A was determined to be the 

preferred alternative) 
j. Department of Army Permit for Lincoln 270 
k. Measure M Group. 10 September 2007. Wetland Delineation for Sutter Pointe Specific Plan. Prepared by ECORP. 
l. City of Lincoln. June 2009. Draft EIR Village 7 Specific Plan Project. Prepared by PBS&J. 
m. DA permit application for Westbrook Specific Plan 
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The analysis of cumulative impacts was completed based on the Placer County General Plan, the 

proposed PCCP, the City of Roseville General Plan, City of Lincoln General Plan, and the growth 

projections prepared by the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG). Each of these 

plans/projections used in developing the cumulative impact analysis is discussed below. 

Present and Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions under the Placer County General Plan 

The Placer County General Plan, adopted by the Board of Supervisors in 1994, consists of two types of 

documents: the Countywide General Plan and a set of more detailed community plans covering specific 

areas of the unincorporated County. The Countywide General Plan provides an overall framework for 

development of the County and protection of natural and cultural resources. The goals and policies 

contained in the Countywide General Plan are applicable throughout the County, except to the extent 

that County authority is preempted by cities within their corporate limits. Community plans, adopted in 

the same manner as the Countywide General Plan, provide a more detailed focus on specific geographic 

areas within the unincorporated County. The goals and policies contained in the community plans 

supplement and elaborate upon, but do not supersede, the goals and policies of the Countywide General 

Plan.  

The County has recently approved several large development and infrastructure projects in the vicinity of 

the Proposed Action. These include:1 

 Placer Vineyards Specific Plan area, which is a County-approved mixed-use project on 

approximately 5,000 acres (2,000 hectares) with approximately 14,000 residential units and 6 

million square feet of non-residential development.  

 Riolo Vineyards Specific Plan site, which is a 500-acre (202-hectare) residential community 

subdivision that has been approved by the County.  

 The Regional University and Community Specific Plan project is an approximately 1,100-acre 

(445-hectare) site, located approximately 1.5 mile (2.4 kilometers) north of Baseline Road. It 

includes a 600-acre (242-hectare) area designated for a private university campus, and other areas 

designated for residential and commercial uses.  

 The Placer Parkway Corridor selection has been completed by Placer County. The proposal is to 

eventually construct an approximate 15-mile (24.1 kilometers) long, high-speed transportation 

facility, which will connect State Route (SR) 65 in western Placer County to SR 70/99 in south 

Sutter County. The selected corridor passes through the central portion of the study area. 

 An expansion of the Western Regional Sanitary Landfill, operated by the Western Placer Waste 

Management Authority. 

Present and Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions under the City of Roseville General Plan 

The City of Roseville General Plan, adopted by the City Council in 2010, serves as a long-term policy 

guide and vision for the physical, economic, and environmental growth of the City. Land designated and 

                                                        
1 Placer County has not yet initiated a planning process to develop the Curry Creek Community Plan but may in 

the future. This Community Plan would be for the area west of the project site. 



3.0 Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 3.0-11 Westbrook Draft EIS 

USACE #2005-00938  May 2013 

zoned for residential development within the existing City of Roseville City limits is fully entitled for 

future development, and according to development projections is anticipated to be built out by 2025. 

The City has previously approved or is processing several development and infrastructure projects in the 

vicinity of the Proposed Action. These include the following: 

 West Roseville Specific Plan area, to the north of Pleasant Grove Boulevard, is currently under 

development. 

 Creekview Specific Plan is a proposed specific plan for the development of an approximately 

500-acre (202.3 hectares) site located immediately west and north of the City’s existing boundary. 

The Specific Plan includes 2,011 residential units and additional area designated for open space, 

parks, and commercial development. This project has been approved by the City but is awaiting 

annexation. An application for a DA permit is on file with the USACE for this project.  

 Amoruso Ranch Specific Plan is a proposed specific plan for the development of an 

approximately 674-acre (272-hectare) site located on the south side of West Sunset Boulevard 

about 1.5 miles (2.4 kilometers) west of Fiddyment Road. The proposed land use plan includes 

2,785 residential units and two commercial parcels, a school site, parks, and a public facilities site.  

 Placer Ranch Specific Plan includes 6,796 acres (2,750 hectares) in unincorporated Placer County. 

Originally proposed in the County, a development application was submitted to the City of 

Roseville in 2007. The project has been on hold since early 2008. While inactive at this time, it is 

likely that some development will occur on this site in the future. 

 Sierra Vista Specific Plan is a City-approved Specific Plan (SP) project which would develop a 

large scale, master-planned mixed-use community with approximately 6,650 residential units on 

an approximately 1,600-acre (332 hectare) site in the northwestern portion of Roseville. 

Applications for DA permits have been filed with the USACE for this project.  

 Fiddyment Road will be widened between Baseline Road and Pleasant Grove Boulevard by 

adding two additional lanes along the western side of the existing roadway. This project was 

approved by the City of Roseville and a DA permit was issued by the USACE to authorize 0.44 

acre (0.2 hectare) of fill associated with the roadway widening project. The project is expected to 

be completed in early 2013.  

 Reason Farms is a 1,700-acre (688-hectare) area located northwest of the City boundary and west 

of the Creekview Specific Plan area. This area is currently maintained as open space by the City 

and the City plans to develop flood control projects on the site. 

Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions under the City of Lincoln General Plan 

The City of Lincoln General Plan, adopted by the City Council in 2008, provides the City with a consistent 

framework for land use and resource decision making. The General Plan's diagrams, goals, policies, and 

implementation measures form the basis for City zoning, subdivisions, specific plans, and City projects. 

The General Plan’s Land Use Diagram would allow for up to an additional 34,010 housing units, or an 

additional population of approximately 101,000 persons at buildout in the year 2050.  

The City has approved the following two development projects within the study area.  

 The Lincoln 270 Project would develop 117.7 acres of a 270-acre parcel of land with 47.9 acres of 

commercial space, 37.8 acres of light industrial, and 32 acres for medical care facilities. The 
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approximately 120 remaining acres are non-developable and would be reserved as wildlife 

habitat, wetlands, and vernal pools. The City has approved the Lincoln 270 project, which is in 

the study area and an application for a DA permit is on file with the USACE for this project.  

 The Village 7 Specific Plan Project would develop 703 acres of unincorporated land, southwest of 

the City of Lincoln. The land would be annexed into the City of Lincoln. The project would 

consist of four planning areas: the Lewis property, which consists of 526 acres, the Aitken Ranch 

II property which consists of 121 acres, the Scheiber property which consists of 26 acres, and the 

Remainder Area which consists of 40 acres. The project would develop a maximum of 

3,285 residential units and a centrally located Village Center.  

Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions under the County of Sacramento General Plan 

The County of Sacramento adopted the County of Sacramento 2030 General Plan in November 2011. The 

County of Sacramento 2030 General Plan provides for between 103,500 and 150,000 new housing units in 

Sacramento County. According to the plan, the portion of Sacramento County to the south of the Placer 

County boundary is generally designated for agricultural residential, low-density residential, and 

agricultural cropland land uses.  

Sacramento County approved the Elverta Specific Plan, which encompasses 1,744 acres (796 hectares) 

of land. The specific plan provides a set of policies and programs primarily for development of 

4,950 residences, including urban residential and, agricultural-residential uses. The plan also includes a 

commercial site, parks, and open space areas. The Elverta Specific Plan was adopted by the Board of 

Supervisors in August 2007. The project has not been implemented at this time. 

Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions under the Sutter County General Plan 

The Sutter County Board of Supervisors approved a comprehensive update of the Sutter County General 

Plan in April 2011. According to the approved land use diagram, the area immediately west of the Placer 

County boundary is designated for agricultural uses.  

At this time, one major land development project has been approved by Sutter County for the portion of 

the County within the cumulative study area. Sutter Pointe Specific Plan, which encompasses 

approximately 7,528 acres (3,046 hectares) of land in southern Sutter County, envisions establishment of a 

new city for about 43,000 residents. The project proposes a diverse mix of land uses, including 

employment centers, many different housing types, retail shopping villages, recreation amenities, 

schools, community services, supporting on-and off-site infrastructure, roadway improvements, open 

space, and various public uses including a town center. The Sutter Pointe Specific Plan was approved by 

the Board of Supervisors on June 30, 2009. 

Sacramento Area Council of Governments 

The Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) is a regional organization that provides a 

variety of planning functions over its six-county region (Sacramento, Yolo, Placer, Sutter, Yuba, and 

El Dorado counties). SACOG’s primary functions are to provide transportation planning and funding 

for the region and to study and support resolution of regional issues. SACOG conducted several local 

community workshops to help determine how the Sacramento region should grow through the year 2050. 
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The result of these efforts was the SACOG Blueprint, a transportation and land use analysis suggesting 

how cities and counties should grow based on a set of smart growth principles that include 

transportation choices, mixed-use development, compact development, housing choices and diversity, 

use of existing assets, quality design and natural resources conservation. 

In December 2004, the SACOG Board of Directors adopted the Preferred Blueprint Scenario (SACOG 

Blueprint), a vision for the growth of the six-county region that promotes compact, mixed-use 

development and more transit choices as an alternative to low-density development. The project site, 

which includes the Proposed Action and on-site alternatives, is designated in the SACOG Blueprint for 

single-family small lot residential and high-density mixed residential uses in the near term. The Off-Site 

Alternative is designated for low-density mixed-use commercial centers and attached residential uses. 

Under the SACOG Blueprint, most of the area in Sacramento County to the south of the Proposed Action 

site is designated for single-family residential use and some medium-density residential and mixed 

residential uses. Areas in the southeastern portion of Sutter County are designated for industrial and 

medium-density mixed residential uses. North of this, the area along the Placer–Sutter County boundary 

is mostly designated for agricultural uses.  

In April 2012, SACOG adopted the 2035 Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP)/Sustainable 

Communities Strategy (SCS) as required by Senate Bill 375. SB 375 requires the formation of a SCS to 

reach greenhouse gas target emissions by reducing vehicle miles. The MTP/SCS 2035is a long-range 

transportation plan and sustainable communities strategy that will serve existing and projected residents 

and workers within the Sacramento region through the year 2035. The Preferred Blueprint Scenario was 

used as the starting point in the development of the SCS. The MTP/SCS 2035 accommodates another 

871,000 residents, 362,000 new jobs, and 303,000 new homes with a transportation investment strategy of 

$35 billion. The SCS includes land use maps identifying areas that SACOG considered appropriate for 

development and those not appropriate for development. The land use vision embodied in the SCS is 

consistent with the SACOG Blueprint. 

Proposed Placer County Conservation Plan 

The Placer County Conservation Plan (PCCP) is a proposed regional partnership between local 

jurisdictions (the County of Placer, South Placer Regional Transportation Authority (SPRTA), Placer 

County Water Agency (PCWA), Placer County Resource Conservation District, and the City of Lincoln) 

and state and federal agencies (Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 

the National Marine Fisheries Service, USACE, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) and 

the California Regional Water Quality Control Board). The draft PCCP has not been adopted by any 

jurisdiction as of the publication of this Draft EIS.  

The purpose of the draft PCCP is to protect and enhance ecological diversity and function in the greater 

portion of western Placer County, while allowing appropriate and compatible growth in accordance with 

applicable laws. To this end, the draft PCCP describes how to avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts on 

Endangered and Threatened species, thereby addressing the permitting requirements under the Federal 

and State Endangered Species Acts relevant to these species for activities conducted in the plan area by 



3.0 Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 3.0-14 Westbrook Draft EIS 

USACE #2005-00938  May 2013 

the permittees, including Placer County, the City of Lincoln, SPRTA, and PCWA. These covered activities 

include urban growth and a variety of road, water, and other needed infrastructure construction and 

maintenance activities. The draft PCCP also describes the responsibilities associated with operating and 

maintaining the new habitat reserves that will be created to mitigate anticipated impacts resulting from 

growth and development activities. The area proposed for permit coverage under the draft PCCP covers 

approximately 212,000 acres (86,000 hectares) in the City of Lincoln and unincorporated Placer County. 

The draft PCCP analyzes land use patterns and forecasts the extent and location of urban, suburban, and 

rural growth and seeks to reconcile potential future growth with the conservation strategy. 

3.0.3.8 Evaluation of Potential Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

For each resource that was carried forth for cumulative impact assessment, the current health and 

historical context of the resource is described based on the best available information. The information 

was drawn from Chapter 3.0, of this Draft EIS, supplemented with additional data as necessary. 

For each resource that was carried forth for cumulative impact assessment, potential cumulative impacts 

were evaluated either qualitatively or based on quantitative information where available. For each 

cumulative impact, the Proposed Action’s contribution to the cumulative impact was evaluated to 

determine whether the contribution would be significant. 

As appropriate, mitigation measures were identified to be implemented by either the Applicant or the 

USACE, or both.  

3.0.4 TOPICS WITH LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT OR NO IMPACTS FROM 

THE PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES 

Implementation of the Proposed Action or its alternatives would not result in any direct impacts to parks 

and recreational facilities as none are present in the area of effect of the Proposed Action or alternatives. 

Furthermore, Proposed Action and all of the alternatives would include land that would be developed 

with neighborhood parks and open space to serve the population associated with the Proposed Action or 

alternatives. In addition, the developer(s) of residential units would pay neighborhood and Citywide 

park fees at issuance of a building permit. Because adequate parkland would be provided and park fees 

would be paid, there would be an indirect beneficial effect related to parks and recreation. 

As noted earlier, there are no wild and scenic rivers in the area of effect of the Proposed Action or 

alternatives. Therefore, there would be no direct effects on wild and scenic rivers.  
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3.1 AESTHETICS 

3.1.1 INTRODUCTION 

This section describes the visual character of the project site, the alternative site, and views from surrounding 

public areas to these two sites. This section also evaluates the change to visual resources in the area, 

including change in visual character, view obstruction, and night lighting, as a result of implementation of 

the Proposed Action and alternatives.  

Sources of information used in this analysis include: 

 California Department of Transportation, California Scenic Highway Program (CSHP 2010); and 

 Sierra Vista Specific Plan EIR prepared by the City of Roseville (City of Roseville 2010). 

3.1.2 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

3.1.2.1 Regional Setting 

Placer County is located in the Sacramento Valley and Sierra Nevada regions of Northern California. The 

project site is located in the northwestern portion of the City of Roseville, in western Placer County. The 

northwest side of the City is a transitional zone between the flat, open, terrain of the Sacramento Valley to 

the west and the foothills of the Sierra Nevada Mountains to the east. 

Development predominates the visual setting of the City, and is evident throughout western Placer County. 

In some areas of the region, development has completely eliminated the historically rural character 

associated with regional ranching and agricultural operations. In other areas of western Placer County, 

development has segmented or isolated open space areas, thereby heightening the aesthetic value of 

remaining contiguous open space (City of Roseville 2010). Areas that are not developed are dominated by 

non-native grasslands. This open rangeland is dry most of the year (from June to early spring) resulting in 

earth tone colors. Vernal pools appear throughout the non-native grasslands during the early spring until 

June. Flower production associated with the vernal pools provides some color contrasts on a seasonal basis 

(City of Roseville 2010). 

Long-range views of the Sierra Nevada, Sutter Buttes, and the Coast Range are available throughout western 

Placer County. No prominent natural features are located in the vicinity of the project site. Prominent 

man-made features in the vicinity of the project site include the Roseville Energy Park (REP) and the 

Pleasant Grove Wastewater Treatment Plant (PGWWTP) located north of the City, and the Western Area 

Power Authority (WAPA) corridor located south of the project site (City of Roseville 2010). 

No state designated scenic highways or locally designated scenic corridors are located within the vicinity of 

the project site (CSHP 2010). 

3.1.2.2 Project Site – Existing Conditions 

The project site is characterized by gently rolling topography and large, open annual grassland areas. All of 

the project area has been disked, plowed, and dry farmed.  
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Features of the human environment present on the site include a 50-foot-wide City of Roseville electrical 

easement that crosses the site in a north-south direction (along the proposed alignment of Westbrook 

Boulevard). There are no existing structures or current agricultural activities on the site. 

Lands to the north and east of the project site are located in the Westpark portion of the West Roseville 

Specific Plan (WRSP) area. Only the portion of the WRSP to the east of the project site has been developed. 

Land to the north, although approved for development, is currently undeveloped grassland with 

topography similar to the project site. Land to the west is located in the Regional University and Community 

Specific Plan area and the Curry Creek Community Plan area which is located in unincorporated Placer 

County. The land to the west is presently under rice production. Land to the south is located in the Sierra 

Vista Specific Plan (SVSP) area and consists of undeveloped dry pastureland with topography similar to the 

project site. 

Public views of the project site are available from Market Street in the Westpark development which borders 

the site to the east. Views from this roadway consist primarily of grasslands.  

Views from the Westbrook project site to the north consist of undeveloped grassland while views to the east 

consist of Market Street and residential uses associated with the Westpark development. On clear days, long 

distance views of the Sierra Foothills and the Sierra Mountain Range are also available to the east. Views to 

the west consist of ponds associated with rice production in the proposed Regional University and 

Community Specific Plan area and undeveloped dry pastureland. Views to the south consist of undeveloped 

dry pastureland located within the SVSP area. 

The project site is undeveloped with no source of light and glare. Residences to the east within the Westpark 

development produce minimal light at night. Vehicles along Market Street produce some glare during the 

day. The greatest existing source of nighttime lighting in the project vicinity is the urban development within 

the City of Roseville. 

3.1.2.3 Alternative Site – Existing Conditions 

The alternative site is located approximately 3 miles northeast of the project site. The site has flat to rolling 

topography and land cover comprising of annual grassland. Views of the site are available from Sunset 

Boulevard and Foothills Boulevard which pass through the site. Views from these locations consist primarily 

of annual grassland. Sources of light and glare in the vicinity of the alternative site include industrial uses to 

the east and residences associated with the City of Roseville’s North Industrial Plan area and North Roseville 

Specific Plan to the south. Sources of glare include vehicles using roadways near the site.  
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3.1.3 REGULATORY FRAMEWORK – APPLICABLE LAWS, REGULATIONS, 

PLANS, AND POLICIES 

3.1.3.1 City of Roseville General Plan Community Design Goals and Policies 

Goal 1: Achieve a consistent level of high quality aesthetic and functional design through the 

development of, and adherence to, superior design concepts and principles as defined in the 

Communitywide Design Guidelines. 

Goal 3: Encourage the planning and building of a city which sensitively integrates open space and 

natural resources, and promotes compatibility within and between natural and the urban 

environment. 

Policy 1: Through the design review process, apply design standards that promote the use of high 

quality building materials, architectural and site designs, landscaping signage, and 

amenities. 

Policy 2: Continue to development and apply design standards that result in efficient site and 

building design standards that result in efficient site and building designs, pedestrian 

friendly projects that stimulate the use of alternative modes of transportation and the 

establishment of a functional relationship between adjacent developments. 

Policy 3: Encourage designs that strike a balance between the incorporation of aesthetic and 

development requirements, and the economic considerations associated with development. 

Policy 4: Promote flexibility in the design review process to achieve design objectives, and encourage 

projects with innovative, unique, and creative architectural style and design. 

Policy 5: Encourage, promote, and support art in public spaces and programs to enhance the design 

of the City. 

Policy 6: Through the design review process, encourage site and building designs that are in scale 

and compatible with adjacent development with respect to height, bulk, form, mass, and 

community character. 

Policy 7: Encourage project designs that place a high priority and value on open space, and the 

preservation, enhancement and incorporation of natural resources and other features 

including consideration of topography, vegetation, wetlands, and water courses. 

Policy 8: Encourage and promote the preservation of historic and/or unique culturally and 

architecturally significant buildings, features, and visual environments. 

Policy 9: The location and preservation of native oak trees and oak woodlands shall be a primary 

factor in determining site design, building location, grading, construction, and landscaping 

and in establishing the character of projects through their use as a unifying element in both 

new and existing development. 
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3.1.3.2 City of Roseville Community Design Guidelines 

The City’s Community Design Guidelines, which specify site layout and design, architectural treatments, 

specific exterior materials, and lighting guidelines, ensure that design is taken into consideration at the time 

development is proposed. 

Design Goals 

 Foster project designs that create and enhance a sense of identity and place. 

 To promote site designs that preserve, enhance, and incorporate the natural features of a site as an 

element within the overall design. 

 Ensure project designs that are attractive and safe for customers, yield a variety of retail and 

business opportunities, and contribute to creating active gathering places for the community. 

 Create projects of superior architectural and visual interest, while recognizing the need for balance 

between form, function, and economic limitations. 

 Incorporate environmentally sustainable features into project design. 

 Consider and respond to the relationship and context of adjacent projects. 

 Natural topography should be integrated into site design to the extent feasible. 

3.1.3.3 Sierra Vista Specific Plan Design Guidelines 

The SVSP1 contains design guidelines that supplement the City’s Community Design Guidelines, and are 

intended to provide design guidance for the physical form and visual character of the Proposed Action. 

These guidelines address landscape architecture, entry features and signage, walls and fencing, street 

lighting, paseos, and special design consideration for the village node district, residential areas, commercial 

areas, parks, and fire stations. 

3.1.4 SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS AND ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY 

3.1.4.1 Significance Thresholds 

Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) guidance requires an evaluation of a proposed action’s effect on 

the human environment. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) has determined that the Proposed 

Action or its alternatives would result in significant adverse effects related to aesthetics if the Proposed 

Action or an alternative would 

 substantially alter a scenic vista; 

 substantially affect a scenic resource; 

 substantially degrade the visual character of the site and its surroundings; 

 create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime 

views in the area; or 

                                                        
1 The City has amended the Sierra Vista Specific Plan to include the Westbrook project. Therefore, the design 

guidelines contained in that specific plan are applicable to the Westbrook project. 
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 result in an unmitigated substantial cumulative impact to the visual character of the study area or an 

unmitigated substantial increase in light and glare. 

3.1.4.2 Analysis Methodology 

The USACE evaluated project conditions against the existing visual character of the project site and 

alternative site in the context of topography, vegetation, existing uses, and visual character. The USACE 

evaluated the potential impacts to the visual character of the site and surroundings in terms of massing, size, 

or scale of development, and type of land use. The USACE also evaluated the potential for each alternative to 

introduce substantial new lighting and/or create new sources of glare that could affect nearby existing uses 

in order to determine potential impacts to visual resources. The methodological approach to evaluating 

cumulative visual impacts is outlined in Section 3.0. 

3.1.5 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact AES-1 Effect on Scenic Vistas 

No Action Alt. Under the No Action Alternative, the project site would be altered from its current state 

and developed with a moderate scale, mixed use development. As a result, views of open 

rangeland would no longer be available from Market Street to the east of the project site. 

As these views may be considered valuable by some, this change in the human 

environment would be a significant direct effect of the No Action Alternative. There 

would be no indirect effects. No feasible mitigation is available to address the significant 

direct effect. 

A scenic vista is generally defined as an expansive view of a highly valued landscape as 

observable from a publicly accessible vantage point. The only publicly accessible area in the 

project vicinity is Market Street, which is located nearly adjacent to the project site to the 

east. Other lands in the project vicinity are privately owned and not publicly accessible.  

For viewers traveling northbound on Market Street, the views to the west are of vast, open 

rangeland. Implementation of the No Action Alternative would result in the development 

of the project site that would interrupt these views by placing buildings within these view 

corridors. The only exception would be a small amount of open space in the southeastern 

corner of the project site that would be visible from Market Street. However, views of this 

open space would be limited and no long-range views would be available. Therefore, 

scenic vistas would no longer be available.  

As the project site is located within the City of Roseville, development under the No Action 

Alternative would be required to comply with the City’s Design Guidelines and General 

Plan policies, all of which are intended to reduce aesthetic effects. However, views of open 

rangeland would no longer be available from Market Street, which would be a significant 

direct effect. No feasible mitigation is available to address this effect.  
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Proposed 

Action, Alts. 1 

through 5 

The Proposed Action and all of the on-site alternatives (Alternatives 1 through 5) would 

construct a moderate scale, mixed use development on the project site. The scenic vistas 

from Market Street would no longer be available because there would be practically 

continuous development adjacent to this roadway under the Proposed Action and on-site 

alternatives. The only exception would be a small amount of open space preserved in the 

southeastern corner of the project site that would be visible from Market Street under 

Alternative 4 (One Acre Fill Alternative) and Alternative 5 (Half Acre Fill Alternative). 

However, views of this open space would be limited and no long-range views would be 

available. Therefore, the effect on scenic vistas as viewed from Market Street would be 

substantially the same as described above for the No Action Alternative. Based on the 

significance criteria listed above and for the same reasons presented above for the No 

Action Alternative, the effect on scenic vistas would be a significant direct effect of the 

Proposed Action and all of the on-site alternatives. No feasible mitigation is available to 

address this effect. No indirect effects would occur. 

Off-Site Alt. The Off-Site Alternative would construct a project broadly similar to the Proposed Action 

on the alternative site. Sunset and Foothills Boulevards are publicly accessible locations 

from where expansive views that include the alternative site are available. The Off-Site 

Alternative would affect views from Sunset and Foothills Boulevards by locating structures 

adjacent to the roadway and replacing open rangelands with urban development. Based on 

the significance criteria listed above and for the same reasons presented above for the No 

Action Alternative, the effect on scenic vistas would be a significant direct effect of the 

Off-Site Alternative. No feasible mitigation is available to address this effect. No indirect 

effects would occur. 

 

  

Impact AES-2 Effect on Scenic Resources 

No Action Alt. The project site does not contain any scenic natural resources, such as rock outcroppings 

and/or distinctive trees. In addition, the project site is not located within the view corridor 

of a scenic highway. The No Action Alternative would have no direct or indirect effects on 

scenic resources. No mitigation is required.  

Proposed 

Action, Alts. 1 

through 5 

The Proposed Action and all of the on-site alternatives would also have no direct or 

indirect effects on scenic resources based on the significance criteria listed above and for 

the same reasons presented above for the No Action Alternative. No mitigation is required. 

Off-Site Alt. The alternative site does not contain any scenic natural resources such as rock outcroppings 

or distinctive trees, nor is the site within the view corridor of a scenic highway. The Off-Site 

Alternative would have no direct or indirect effects on scenic resources based on the 

significance criteria listed above. No mitigation is required.  
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Impact AES-3 Degradation of Visual Character of the Project Site 

No Action Alt. The conversion of undeveloped rangeland to urban development under the No Action 

Alternative would represent a substantial degradation of the visual character of the project 

site. The effect would be significant. No feasible mitigation measures are available to fully 

address this significant direct effect. No indirect effects would occur.  

The project site is primarily undeveloped open rangeland. Development of the project site 

under the No Action Alternative would convert approximately 276 acres (112 hectares) of 

undeveloped land to urban uses and conserve about 122 acres (49 hectares) as open space. 

The introduction of residences, commercial uses, and infrastructure in an area that is 

presently undeveloped would change the existing visual character of the project site. The 

area to the east of the site has been developed with residential uses, and the areas to the 

north, south, and west are planned for development. Development of the No Action 

Alternative would extend the boundary of this urban area. Although the No Action 

Alternative would be visually compatible with existing development to the east and 

planned development to the north, south, and west, it would substantially and 

permanently degrade the existing visual character of the project site by introducing a 

roadway network, homes, offices, commercial, and other urban facilities into an 

undeveloped area. This represents a significant direct effect. The City of Roseville General 

Plan Policies for Community Design serve to promote the visual compatibility of 

developments through the application of community design standards. Specifically, Policy 

6 requires site and building designs that are in scale and compatible with adjacent 

development. Implementation of the General Plan policies would help reduce the severity 

of effects associated with new development. However, the direct effect would still be 

significant and no feasible mitigation measures are available to fully address this effect. 

No indirect effects would occur. 
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Proposed 

Action, Alts. 1 

through 5 

The Proposed Action and all of the on-site alternatives (Alternatives 1 through 5) would 

substantially degrade the visual character of the site. The Proposed Action and on-site 

alternatives would construct a project broadly similar to the No Action Alternative, 

although in all cases the density of on-site development would be greater than it would be 

under the No Action Alternative. The Proposed Action would set aside less open space 

acreage (36 acres [15 hectares]) than the No Action Alternative (122 acres [49 hectares]). As 

a result, the project site would be substantially built out and the Proposed Action would 

change the character of the site substantially. The on-site alternatives would preserve an 

equal amount or more acreage (ranging from 126 to 174 acres [51 to 70 hectares]) as open 

space than the No Action Alternative, and Alternative 3 (Central Preserve Alternative) 

would preserve a large swath of land in the central portion of the project site as open space. 

However, despite these differences, the on-site alternatives would still substantially build 

out the project site and degrade its character substantially, altering the site from 

undeveloped open rangeland to urban development. Based on the significance criteria 

listed above and for the same reasons presented above for the No Action Alternative, the 

direct effect on visual character would be significant under the Proposed Action and all 

the on-site alternatives. No feasible mitigation measures are available to address this effect. 

No indirect effects would occur. 

Off-Site Alt. The Off-Site Alternative would construct a project broadly similar to the Proposed Action 

on the alternative site. The Off-Site Alternative would set aside less open space acreage (60 

acres [24 hectares]) than the No Action Alternative (122 acres [49 hectares]). As a result, 

development of the alternative site would substantially alter the visual character of the site 

and its surroundings by facilitating the change of rural agricultural lands to urbanized 

development. The alternative site is bordered by development to the east and south. While 

the Off-Site Alternative would be visually compatible with surrounding development, it 

would substantially and permanently degrade the existing visual character of the 

alternative site. Based on the significance criteria listed above and for the same reasons 

presented above for the No Action Alternative, the direct effect on visual character would 

be significant under the Off-Site Alternative. No feasible mitigation measures are available 

to address this effect. No indirect effects would occur. 

 

  

Impact AES-4 Effects from New Sources of Light and Glare 

No Action Alt. The No Action Alternative would result in significant direct effects from new sources of 

light and glare. Mitigation would partially mitigate these effects, but not to less than 

significant. A residual significant effect would remain after mitigation. No indirect effects 

would occur. 

The project site is primarily undeveloped open rangeland. No source of light is currently 

present on the project site. The No Action Alternative would result in the development of 
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the project site with a wide variety of land uses, including residential, commercial, and 

business uses. Night lighting would be required in residential neighborhoods, schools, 

parks and recreational facilities, parking lots, and along streets for safety and recreational 

use. Therefore, development associated with the No Action Alternative would introduce a 

substantial amount of nightlight in the area. Additionally, daytime glare would result from 

light reflecting off pavement, vehicles, and buildings. The addition of this light and glare 

would alter the rural landscape and nighttime views of the project site and its vicinity, and 

possibly inhibit views of the nighttime sky. This is considered a direct significant effect. 

Mitigation Measures AES-4a and AES-4b are proposed to address the effects related to 

light and glare. These measures are the same as Mitigation Measures 4.14-1(a) and (b) in 

the Sierra Vista Specific Plan EIR. The USACE assumes that the City of Roseville would 

impose the same mitigation measures on the No Action Alternative to address this effect. 

However, because the project site, which currently lacks light and glare sources, would still 

be visibly changed in the context of nighttime lighting and daytime glare, these mitigation 

measures would not reduce the effect to less than significant. The USACE finds that a 

residual direct significant effect would remain after mitigation. No indirect effects would 

occur. 

Proposed 

Action 

The Proposed Action would construct a larger project than the No Action Alternative. The 

effect related to light and glare would be similar and based on the significance criteria 

listed above and for the same reasons presented above for the No Action Alternative, the 

direct effect would be significant.  

Mitigation Measures AES-4a and AES-4b are proposed to address the effects related to 

light and glare. As noted above, these measures are the same as Mitigation Measures 

4.14-1(a) and 4.14-1(b) in the Sierra Vista Specific Plan EIR. These measures were adopted 

by the City of Roseville at the time of its approval of the Westbrook project and will be 

enforced by the City. However, for the same reasons presented above, the City determined 

that these mitigation measures would not reduce the effect to less than significant (City of 

Roseville 2010). The USACE agrees with the City’s conclusion and finds that a residual 

significant effect would remain after mitigation. No indirect effects would occur. 

Alts. 1 

through 5 

All of the on-site alternatives would construct a project broadly similar to the No Action 

Alternative. The effect related to light and glare would generally be similar to that 

described above for the No Action Alternative and the Proposed Action and based on the 

significance criteria listed above and for the same reasons presented above for the 

No Action Alternative, the direct effect would be significant.  

Mitigation Measures AES-4a and AES-4b are proposed to address the effects related to 

light and glare. The USACE assumes that the City of Roseville would impose the same 

mitigation measures on the on-site alternatives to address this effect. As noted above, these 

measures are the same as Mitigation Measures 4.14-1(a) and 4.14-1(b) in the Sierra Vista 
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Specific Plan EIR. For the same reasons presented above, these mitigation measures would 

not reduce the effect to less than significant. The USACE finds that a residual significant 

effect would remain after mitigation. No indirect effects would occur. 

Off-Site Alt. The Off-Site Alternative would construct a project broadly similar to the Proposed Action 

on the alternative site. The effect related to light and glare would be similar to that of the 

No Action Alternative. Based on the significance criteria listed above and for the same 

reasons presented above for the No Action Alternative, the direct effect would be 

significant.  

Mitigation Measures AES-4a through AES-4c would address this effect. The USACE 

assumes that the City of Roseville would impose the same mitigation measures on the Off-

Site Alternative to address this effect. As noted above, these measures are the same as 

Mitigation Measures 4.14-1(a) and 4.14-1(b) in the Sierra Vista Specific Plan EIR. For the 

same reasons presented above, these mitigation measures would not reduce the effect to 

less than significant. The USACE finds that a residual significant effect would remain after 

mitigation. No indirect effects would occur. 

 

Mitigation Measure AES-4a: Site Lighting to Minimize Nuisance  

(Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives)  

Light-producing uses, such as ball fields, within the SVSP Area (i.e., Westbrook project) shall be located and oriented to 

minimize visual impacts on adjacent residential areas. Lighting shall be shielded and designed to distribute light in the 

most effective and efficient manner, using the minimum amount of light to achieve the necessary illumination for the 

use, as defined by suggested lighting standards for competitive play.  

Mitigation Measure AES-4b: Use of Low Glare Materials for New Development  

(Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

In order to reduce the effects of daytime glare from development of commercial or office uses within the SVSP Area 

(i.e., Westbrook project), building developers should make use, when feasible, of low-glare materials. 

  

3.1.6 RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS 

The direct effects under Impacts AES-1 and AES-3 would remain significant under the Proposed Action 

and all alternatives as no feasible mitigation measures are available. A residual significant effect would 

remain under the Proposed Action and all alternatives for Impact AES-4 after mitigation. All of the other 

effects would be less than significant. 
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3.1.7 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

Cumulative Impact AES-1 Effect on Visual Resources 

No Action Alt., 

Proposed 

Action, Alts. 1 

through 5 

All of the on-site alternatives, including the Proposed Action, would have a significant 

cumulative effect on scenic vistas and the visual character of the project vicinity by 

altering views of open rangeland, foothills, and Sierra Nevada, and by converting 

undeveloped rangeland to urban development as viewed from Market Street.  

With the development of the Proposed Action or any of the alternatives and the 

development of the Sierra Vista Specific Plan area to the south, West Roseville Specific 

Plan to the north, and Placer Vineyards Specific Plan to the far south of the project site, 

the area would change from a primarily rural landscape to urban development, thereby 

permanently altering the visual character of the area, both under daytime conditions and 

at night. The on-site alternatives, including the proposed action Proposed and the nearby 

specific plan developments would also introduce new sources of light and glare. 

Although the on-site alternatives would be required to meet the City’s Community-wide 

Design Guidelines, ensuring that proposed development would be visually compatible 

with surrounding development, it would, in conjunction with existing and other 

proposed projects, nonetheless permanently and substantially alter the visual 

environment. No feasible mitigation measures are available to fully address the effect. 

Therefore, the contribution of the No Action Alternative, Proposed Action, and 

Alternatives 1 through 5 to the cumulative effect would be significant. 

Off-Site Alt.  The Off-Site Alternative would construct a moderate scale community on the alternative 

site. Sunset and Foothills Boulevards are publicly accessible locations from where 

expansive views that include the alternative site are available. The Off-Site Alternative 

would affect views from Sunset and Foothills Boulevards by locating structures adjacent 

to the roadway and replacing open rangelands with urban development. The 

contribution of the Off-Site Alternative to cumulative effects on aesthetics would be 

similar to that of the No Action Alternative. Based on the significance criteria listed 

above and for the same reasons presented for the No Action Alternative, the contribution 

of the alternatives to the cumulative visual change in the area would be a significant 

effect. No feasible mitigation measures are available to fully address the effect. 
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3.2 AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES 

3.2.1 INTRODUCTION 

This section evaluates direct impacts associated with converting existing agricultural and vacant land 

located within the project site and alternative site to urban uses under the Proposed Action and its 

alternatives. Potential indirect impacts from the development of the Proposed Action and alternatives on 

nearby agricultural areas are also addressed. The following sources were used to prepare this section:  

 Placer County Agricultural Crop Report (Placer County 2010);  

 Farmland conversion reports prepared by the State Department of Conservation Farmland 

Mapping and Monitoring Program;  

 Important Farmland Map for Placer County prepared by the State Department of Conservation 

Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP 2008); and 

 Sierra Vista Specific Plan EIR by the City of Roseville (City of Roseville 2010). 

3.2.2 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

3.2.2.1 Regional Setting 

The project site is located in western Placer County within the City limit of Roseville. Compared to other 

Central Valley counties where agriculture is a major sector of the economy, agricultural income and 

employment form a smaller portion of the economy of Placer County. Agricultural production largely 

occurs in the western portion of the County (Placer County 1994). 

As indicated in Table 3.2-1, Monetary Value of Placer County Agricultural Commodities by Industry 

(2010), the majority of agricultural activities in the County, based on the monetary value of the product, 

are related to field crops (52 percent), and livestock and poultry production and the products associated 

with them (22 percent). Nursery products comprise about 8 percent of the monetary value of Placer 

County’s agricultural products. Fruit and nut crops comprise about 10 percent while timber products 

comprise about 7 percent. Overall, gross revenues from the sales of agricultural commodities (including 

timber) in the County were approximately $65.7 million in 2010 (Placer County 2010).  

As shown in Table 3.2-2, Top Agricultural Products in Placer County (2010), the top five agricultural 

products in the County based on monetary value are rice, cattle and calves, nursery stock, timber 

production, and walnuts (Placer County 2010). 
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Table 3.2-1 

Monetary Value of Placer County Agricultural Commodities by Industry (2010) 

 

Industry Total Value 

Fruit & Nut Crops $6,419,206 

Field Crops $34,213,673 

Vegetable Crops $800,000 

Livestock/Poultry $12,908,482 

Livestock/Poultry Products $1,600,000 

Nursery Products $5,048,712 

Apiary Products $39,601 

Subtotal $61,029,674 

Gross Timber Harvest $4,659,958 

Grand Total $65,689,632 

    

Source: Placer County Agricultural Crop Report 2010 

 

 

Table 3.2-2 

Top Agricultural Products in Placer County (2010) 

 

Crop Total Value 

Rice $27,354,363 

Cattle and Calves $8,015,225 

Nursery Stock $5,048,712 

Timber Production $4,659,958 

Walnuts $2,675,195 

    

Source: Placer County Agricultural Crop Report 2010 

 

3.2.2.2 Storie Index 

The Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) has rated the suitability of soils in California for 

agriculture using the Storie Index. This index consists of six grades ranging from excellent (1) to 

unsuitable (6). The numerical system expresses the relative degree to which soil can support general 

agriculture. The rating is based on soil characteristics and is obtained by evaluating soil depth, surface 

texture, subsoil characteristics, drainage, salts and alkali, and relief. 
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3.2.2.3 Classification of Farmland in California 

The California Department of Conservation (DOC) and the California Association of Resource 

Conservation Districts translate soil survey data from the NRCS into maps of “Important Farmland 

Series” for the state’s agricultural counties. The purpose of the DOC’s Farmland Mapping and 

Monitoring Program (FMMP), which updates the maps biennially, is to provide land use conversion 

information for decision makers to use in the planning for the present and future of California’s 

agricultural land resources. Thus, these classifications focus only on those lands that have been recently 

farmed. Land not recently farmed does not show up on the FMMP maps. Before removing unfarmed land 

from the maps, the DOC now waits two mapping cycles (four years) rather than one to make it easier for 

the DOC to track changes. 

The Important Farmland maps and the advisory guidelines for the FMMP identify five agriculture-

related categories: Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, Unique Farmland, Farmland of 

Local Importance, and Grazing Land. The mapping also includes Other Land, which designates land that 

does not fall in any of the above categories. Each FMMP category is described below.  

Prime Farmland 

Prime Farmland is farmland with the best combination of physical and chemical features able to sustain 

long-term agricultural production. This land has the soil quality, growing season, and moisture supply 

needed to produce sustained high yields. Land must have been used for irrigated agricultural production 

at some time during the four years prior to the mapping date. 

Farmland of Statewide Importance 

Farmland of Statewide Importance is similar to Prime Farmland but has minor shortcomings, such as 

greater slopes or less ability to store soil moisture. Land must have been used for irrigated agricultural 

production at some time during the four years prior to the mapping date.  

Unique Farmland 

Unique Farmland is farmland of lesser quality soils used for the production of the state's leading 

agricultural crops. This land is usually irrigated, but may include non-irrigated orchards or vineyards as 

found in some climatic zones in California. Land must have been cropped at some time during the four 

years prior to the mapping date. 
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Farmland of Local Importance 

Farmland of Local Importance is land of importance to the local agricultural economy, as determined by 

each County’s Board of Supervisors and a local advisory committee. Also, it includes farmlands that 

produce crops that are not listed under Unique Farmland but are important to the economy of the County 

or City. 

Grazing Land 

Grazing land is land on which the existing vegetation is suited to the grazing of livestock. The minimum 

mapping unit for this category is 40 acres. 

Other Land 

This is land not included in any of the other mapping categories listed above, for example, low density 

rural development, brush and timber, wetlands and riparian areas not suitable for livestock grazing, 

confined livestock, poultry or aquaculture facilities, strip mines and borrow pits, and water bodies 

smaller than 40 acres. Vacant and nonagricultural land surrounded on all sides by urban development 

and greater than 40 acres is mapped as Other Land.  

3.2.2.4 Conversion of Farmland in Placer County 

The amount of agricultural land converted to other uses has been monitored in California since 1984 by 

the DOC based on information reported by the County Agricultural Commissioner. Placer County has 

typically not been among the highest-ranking Counties for conversion of agricultural land to urban uses. 

FMMP data from 1992 through the most recent DOC farmland report is presented below in Table 3.2-3, 

1992–2008 Placer County Land Use Summary. 

Based on FMMP data, the total amount of agricultural land within the County declined approximately 

1 percent during the 16-year period from 1992 to 2008. During this time, about 2,625 acres (1,062 hectares) 

of Prime Farmland, about 725 acres (293 hectares) of Farmland of Statewide Importance, about 3,800 acres 

(1,538 hectares) of Unique Farmland and about 12,450 acres (5,038 hectares) Farmland of Local 

Importance were converted to other uses. Overall, approximately 31,450 acres (12,727 hectares) of 

farmland were converted, with about one third of this acreage involving grazing lands. The annual rate 

of farmland conversion during this period was about 1,975 acres (799 hectares) each year (California 

Department of Conservation 1998 through 2008). 
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Table 3.2-3 

1992–2008 Placer County Land Use Summary (in acres) 

 

Year 

Prime 

Farmland 

Farmland of 

Statewide 

Importance 

Unique 

Farmland 

Farmland 

of Local 

Importance Grazing 

Subtotal 

Agriculture 

Urban and 

Built-Up 

Land 

Other 

Land 

Water 

Area 

Total 

Area 

1992 10,523 5,546 23,975 113,464 36,297 189,805 31,462 185,067 5,292 411,626 

1994 10,458 5,608 23,848 113,505 35,853 189,272 32,563 184,577 5,118 411,530 

1996 9,867 5,546 23,301 114,270 33,694 186,678 35,002 184,804 5,047 411,531 

1998 9,750 5,195 22,727 114,452 31,695 183,819 37,608 185,057 5,047 411,531 

2000 9,768 6,089 22,686 102,658 39,208 180,409 41,446 184,648 5,027 411,530 

2002 9,538 5,493 22,105 87,832 50,478 175,446 46,853 184,202 5,027 411,528 

2004 9,236 5,510 23,283 86,235 46,000 170,264 52,183 184,058 5,027 411,532 

2006 8,524 5,021 22,793 101,846 28,692 166,876 55,770 183,874 5,011 411,531 

2008 7,894 4,822 20,194 101,012 24,448 158,370 58,623 189,456 5,011 411,460 

Net Acreage Changed -2,629 -724 -3,781 -12,452 -11,849 -31,435 27,161 4,389 -281 -166 

Annual Avg. -164 -45 --236 -778 -740 -1,965 1,698 274 -18 -10 

    

Source: Department of Conservation, Farmland Conversion Report 1992–2008 
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3.2.2.5 Project Site – Existing Agricultural Uses On-Site and in its Vicinity 

The DOC classifies the entire project site as Farmland of Local Importance. Figure 3.2-1, Proposed Action 

Farmland Map, shows the distribution of this category of farmland on the project site. Table 3.2-4, 

Agricultural Land, presents the acreage of farmland on the project site.  

 

Table 3.2-4 

Agricultural Land 

 

Type of Farmland 

Project Site 

(acres) 

Off-Site Alternative Site 

(acres) 

Off-Site Alternative 

Infrastructure Corridor 

(acres) 

Prime Farmland 0 0 0 

Farmland of Statewide Importance 0 0 0 

Unique Farmland 0 0 0 

Farmland of Local Importance 397.4 184.0 7.5 

Grazing Land 0 211.7 8.0 

Urban and Built-Up Land 0 10.0 2.5 

Other Land 0 0 0 

Water 0 0 0 

Total  397.4 405.7 18.0 

    

Source: California Department of Conservation 2008 

 

Based on the Storie Index ratings, the project site contains soils rated as Grade 4 which are soils that are 

poorly suited for agriculture. Based on the land capability classification system, most of the soils in the area 

are Class III and IV, which severely limits agricultural production of crops. The soils are clayey and poorly 

drained (NRCS 2011). Given the soil quality, the project site is used only for cattle grazing. No land within 

the project site is under a Williamson Act Contract, as describes in Subsection 3.2.3. 

With respect to the lands that surround the project site, land to the north and east of the project site in the 

West Roseville Specific Plan area is designated as Other Land by the DOC. Land to the south of the project 

site in the Sierra Vista Specific Plan (SVSP) area generally consists of Farmland of Local Importance and 

grazing land. Land to the west of the project site up to the Sutter County line generally consists of Farmland 

of Local Importance and Unique Farmland (FMMP 2008). Existing agricultural uses on the lands to the west 

of the project site include rice production and cattle grazing while existing agricultural uses on the lands to 

the south of the project site include cattle grazing. 
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3.2.2.6 Alternative Site – Existing Agricultural Uses On-Site and in its Vicinity  

As shown in Table 3.2-4 above, the alternative site consists of Farmland of Local Importance and Grazing 

Land (FMMP 2008). Figure 3.2-2, Off-Site Alternative Farmland Map, shows the distribution of these 

categories of farmland on the alternative site. The site contains mostly soils rated as Grades 6 and 4 using the 

Storie Index, which indicate these soils are poorly suited or unsuitable for agriculture (NRCS 2011). The 

majority of the site is used for grazing. Other uses on the site consist of roads, electrical infrastructure, and an 

intermittent stream. 

Lands to the west and north of the alternative site are open rangelands. Lands to the east of the alternative 

site are developed with industrial uses associated with Placer County’s Sunset Industrial Area while lands to 

the south of the alternative site are developed with residential uses associated with the City of Roseville’s 

North Industrial Plan area and the North Roseville Specific Plan area. 

The lands within the off-site infrastructure corridor required to serve the alternative site consist of Farmland 

of Local Importance and Grazing Land (FMMP 2008). Lands adjacent to the off-site infrastructure corridors 

between Industrial Boulevard to the east and Fiddyment Road to the west consist of grazing land. Lands 

adjacent to the off-site infrastructure corridor along Fiddyment Road consist of roadways while lands along 

the off-site infrastructure corridor west of Fiddyment Road mainly consist of a riparian corridor associated 

with Pleasant Grove Creek. 

3.2.3 REGULATORY FRAMEWORK – APPLICABLE LAWS, REGULATIONS, 

PLANS, AND POLICIES 

This section summarizes relevant federal laws and state laws that pertain to farmland protection and 

conservation. 

3.2.3.1 Farmland Protection Policy Act 

The Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA) was enacted in 1981 to minimize the conversion of the nation’s 

farmland to non-agricultural uses under Federal projects and programs. The Act ensures that—to the extent 

possible—federal programs are administered to be compatible with state and local units of government, and 

private programs and policies to protect farmland. The FPPA does not authorize the federal government to 

regulate the use of private or nonfederal land or in any way affect the property rights of owners. 

For the purpose of FPPA, farmland includes prime farmland, unique farmland, and land of statewide or 

local importance. The Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), which is an agency of the U.S. 

Department of Agriculture, oversees the FPPA and maintains an inventory of farmland in the U.S. The 

NRCS delegates the responsibility for designating farmland to appropriate local and state officials. The 

California FMMP is a supporting program that maps farmland in the State of California. 
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3.2.3.2 Williamson Act 

The California Land Conservation Act, also known as the Williamson Act, was adopted in 1965 in order to 

encourage the preservation of the state’s agricultural lands and to prevent its premature conversion to urban 

uses. In order to preserve these uses, this act established an agricultural preserve contract procedure by 

which any county or city within the state taxes landowners at a lower rate using a scale based on the actual 

use of the land for agricultural purposes, as opposed to its unrestricted market value. In return, the owners 

guarantee that these properties would remain under agricultural production for a 10-year period. This 

contract is renewed automatically unless a notice of non-renewal is filed by the owner. In this manner, each 

agricultural preserve contract (at any given date) is always operable at least nine years into the future. As 

part of the Williamson Act, the state provides subventions to local participating governments. Subventions 

provide fiscal assistance to local governments to take part in the land preservation program. None of the 

parcels within the project area are restricted to agricultural use under the Williamson Act (City of Roseville 

2010). 

3.2.4 SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS AND ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY 

3.2.4.1 Significance Thresholds 

Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) guidance requires an evaluation of a proposed action’s effect on 

the human environment. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) has determined that the Proposed 

Action or its alternatives would result in significant effects related to agricultural resources if the Proposed 

Action or an alternative would 

 result in the conversion of Important Farmland or land in active intensive agricultural production to 

non-agricultural uses; 

 place incompatible uses adjacent to existing agricultural uses; or 

 result in a substantial unmitigated cumulative loss of Important Farmland. 

Important Farmland is defined as land that is designated as prime farmland, unique farmland, and land of 

statewide or local importance under the FMMP and excludes land designated as grazing land. 

3.2.4.2 Analysis Methodology 

Impacts were assessed based on information contained in a variety of sources. Farmland status of the project 

site and alternative site was obtained from the California DOC’s FMMP. Although development of the 

Proposed Action is anticipated to occur over a period of time, this analysis assumes that ultimately all 

farmland within the development footprint of the Proposed Action or an alternative would be eventually 

converted to non-agricultural uses. The development footprint of the Proposed Action and the alternatives 

was superimposed on the FMMP map for the project site to estimate the acres of farmland that would be 

converted to urban uses. The estimated acres are presented in Table 3.2-5, Farmland Impacts, below.  
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Table 3.2-5 

Farmland Impacts (Acres) 
 

Alternative Farmland of Local Importance 

Proposed Action 361 

Alternatives 1 through 3 271 

Alternative 4 236 

Alternative 5 223 

Alternative 6 (Off-Site) 170 

No Action Alternative 275 

    

Source: Impact Sciences 2012 

 

3.2.5 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES AND MITIGATION MEASURES  

Impact AG-1 Conversion of Agricultural Land 

No Action Alt. The No Action Alternative would result in the conversion of approximately 276 acres 

(112 hectares) of Important Farmland, which would be a significant direct effect. 

Mitigation is proposed which would reduce this direct effect to less than significant.  

The soils within the project site are classified as Class III and IV soils based on the NRCS 

land capability classification system, which have severe limitations for agricultural 

production (NRCS 2011). Similarly, based on the NRCS Storie Index, the project site 

consists of Grade 4 soils, which are poorly suited for agriculture (NRCS 2011). Because of 

the limitation of the site soils, the project site is almost entirely used for cattle grazing and 

is not suitable for agricultural production. However, the entire project site (397 acres 

[161 hectares]) is classified as Farmland of Local Importance under the FMMP as shown in 

Table 3.2-4. Farmland of Local Importance qualifies as Important Farmland.  

The No Action Alternative would develop 276 acres (112 hectares) of land on the site with 

urban uses and preserve about 122 acres (49 hectares) in open space. Areas that are 

preserved as open space would continue to be available for grazing. However, 

implementation of this alternative would result in the conversion of approximately 

276 acres (112 hectares) of Important Farmland to urban uses. While the project site does 

not provide opportunities for prime agricultural production due to its poor soils, the No 

Action Alternative would preclude any grazing or agricultural use of the land in the future. 

The loss of this Important Farmland would be a significant direct effect.  

Mitigation Measure AG-1 is proposed that would require the Applicant to compensate for 

converting Important Farmland. This measure is the same as Mitigation Measure 4.1-2 in 

the SVSP EIR. The USACE assumes that the City of Roseville would impose the same 

mitigation measure on the No Action Alternative to address this effect. Pursuant to this 
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mitigation measure, the Applicant would preserve 276 acres (112 hectares) of 

agricultural/grazing land off-site to reduce effects. Because an equivalent acreage of 

agricultural/grazing land would be preserved off-site to reduce the effect pursuant to this 

mitigation measure, the USACE finds that this direct effect would be less than significant 

after mitigation.  

Proposed 

Action 

The Proposed Action would construct a moderate scale, mixed-use development on the 

project site and would result in the conversion of 361 acres (146 hectares) of Important 

Farmland to urban uses and the preservation of about 36 acres (15 hectares) of open space. 

Based on the significance criteria listed above and for the same reasons presented above for 

the No Action Alternative, this direct effect would be significant. Mitigation Measure 

AG-1 is proposed to address this effect. This measure is the same as Mitigation Measure 

4.1-2 in the SVSP EIR, was adopted by the City of Roseville at the time of project approval, 

and will be enforced by the City. Because an equivalent acreage of agricultural/grazing 

land would be preserved to reduce the effect pursuant to this mitigation measure, the SVSP 

EIR concluded that that this mitigation measure would reduce the effect to less than 

significant. The USACE agrees with the conclusion in the SVSP EIR and finds that this 

direct effect would be less than significant after mitigation.  

Alts. 1 

through 5 

All of the on-site alternatives would construct a mixed-use development on the project site 

and would result in the conversion of 223 to 271 acres (90 to 110 hectares) of Important 

Farmland to urban uses and the preservation of 126 to 174 acres (51 to 70 hectares) of open 

space. Based on the significance criteria listed above and for the same reasons presented 

above for the No Action Alternative, this direct effect would be significant. Mitigation 

Measure AG-1 is proposed to address this effect. This measure is the same as Mitigation 

Measure 4.1-2 in the SVSP EIR. The USACE assumes that the City of Roseville would 

impose the same mitigation measure on all of the on-site alternatives to address this effect. 

Because an equivalent acreage of agricultural/grazing land would be preserved to reduce 

effects pursuant to this mitigation measure, the USACE finds that this direct effect would 

be less than significant after mitigation.  

Off-Site Alt. The alternative site contains approximately 184 acres (74 hectares) of Farmland of Local 

Importance which qualify as Important Farmland and about 212 acres (86 hectares) of 

Grazing Land. The Off-Site Alternative would construct a project broadly similar to the 

Proposed Action on the alternative site, resulting in the conversion of about 170 acres 

(69 hectares) of Important Farmland to urban uses. Conversion of 170 acres (79 hectares) of 

Important Farmland would be permanent and would be a significant direct effect based 

on the significance criteria listed above. Off-Site improvements associated with this 

alternative (water, sewer, and recycled water pipelines) would involve construction of 

pipelines in areas that are not in active agriculture but qualify as Important Farmlands and 

therefore approximately 8 acres (3 hectares) of additional farmland would be temporarily 

affected under this alternative although the disturbed areas would be restored after the 
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pipelines are put in place and there would not be a permanent conversion of Important 

Farmland due to the off-site improvements.  

Implementation of Mitigation Measure AG-1 would address the effect of the conversion of 

Important Farmland on the alternative site. This measure is the same as Mitigation 

Measure 4.1-2 in the SVSP EIR. The USACE assumes that the City of Roseville would 

impose the same mitigation measure on the Off-Site Alternative to address this effect. 

Because an equivalent acreage of agricultural/grazing land would be preserved to reduce 

effects pursuant to this mitigation measure, the USACE finds that this direct effect would 

be less than significant after mitigation.  

 

Mitigation Measure AG-1: Agricultural Compensation  

(Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

One acre of open space will be preserved within Placer County for each acre of open space impacted within the Specific 

Plan (i.e., Westbrook project) area. This is to be accomplished through the recordation of conservation easements that 

result in the formation of preserve lands (each a “mitigation property or “preserve site” and collectively, “mitigation 

lands” or “preserve lands”). For the purposes of assessing impacts associated with a specific development project, “open 

space” impacts shall include all land proposed to be developed for urban uses. For purposes of mitigation for the specific 

development project, the term “open space” shall include any and all undeveloped land proposed to be preserved by 

conservation easement or otherwise required by any governmental agency to be preserved for any reason, specifically 

including all lands preserved for habitat or agricultural mitigation as set forth below and lands in agricultural use. 

No additional agricultural mitigation is required beyond the 1:1 open space requirement noted above, as long as a 

substantial portion, as determined by the Planning Director, of the mitigation lands acquired are: (1) in agricultural 

production, (2) are undeveloped and have an NRCS soils classification of the same or greater value than lands being 

affected within the Specific Plan (i.e., Westbrook project) property at issue, or (3) are undeveloped and have the same or 

higher value CDC categorization as lands being affected within the Specific Plan (i.e., Westbrook project) property at 

issue. 

  

Impact AG-2 Compatibility with Adjacent Agricultural Uses 

No Action Alt. Development of the project site under the No Action Alternative would result in no direct 

effects on adjacent agricultural lands as no improvements would be constructed outside of 

the project site boundaries. Although there would be potential for indirect effects, the 

indirect effect of the No Action Alternative from developing urban uses near agricultural 

uses would be less than significant. Mitigation is proposed which would further reduce 

the effects related to compatibility with adjacent agricultural uses.  

Eastern Boundary of Project Site 

As discussed in Subsection 3.2.2, urbanized land associated with the West Roseville 

Specific Plan is located to the east of the project site. Therefore urban development along 

the eastern boundary of the project site would not abut existing agricultural uses and there 
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would be no potential for incompatibility of project uses with agricultural uses. However, 

the issue of potential incompatibility between on-site residential uses and adjacent 

agricultural uses would occur along the northern, southern, and western boundaries of the 

project site.  

Northern Boundary of Project Site 

Land to the north is planned for development under the West Roseville Specific Plan while 

land to the south is planned for development under the SVSP. However, these lands are 

currently undeveloped and are used for cattle grazing. The lands to the north of the project 

site have been approved for development and it is reasonable to assume that they would be 

urbanized in the future; therefore, in the long-term, no incompatibilities with agricultural 

land are likely to occur. However, in the short-term, these lands would continue to be used 

for cattle grazing. Although cattle grazing can produce dust, noise, and odors locally, this 

agricultural use is not so intense as to cause a serious conflict with residential uses. 

Furthermore, project site residential areas will be fenced and separated from adjacent 

grazing lands by Pleasant Grove Boulevard. Therefore, the project site urban uses would 

not lead to the discontinuation of the grazing practices on the adjacent lands and the 

indirect effect would be less than significant.  

Southern Boundary of Project Site 

With respect to the lands to the south of the project site, those lands are also planned for 

urban development under the SVSP although that development is not fully entitled at this 

time. For purposes of the EIS, it is assumed that the SVSP lands that adjoin the Westbrook 

project site would remain undeveloped and continue to be grazed as they are currently. As 

explained above, cattle grazing is not an intensive agricultural land use that can result in a 

conflict with residential land uses. Therefore, the project site urban uses would not lead to 

the discontinuation of the grazing practices on the adjacent lands and the indirect effect 

would be less than significant.  

Western Boundary of Project Site 

Lands to the northwest of the project site above Pleasant Grove Boulevard are planned for 

development under the Regional University and Community Specific Plan. Lands to the 

southwest of the project site below Pleasant Grove Boulevard are located in unincorporated 

Placer County and are not planned for development. Lands adjacent to the western 

boundary from the northern limit of the project site to about 1,000 feet (300 meters) below 

Pleasant Grove Boulevard are in active rice production. The remainder of the lands 

adjacent to the western boundary are utilized for cattle grazing.  

Although the active rice fields along the northwestern boundary are also planned for urban 

development under the Regional University Specific Plan, that development is not fully 

entitled at this time. For purposes of the EIS, it is assumed that the Regional University 
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Specific Plan lands that adjoin the Westbrook project site would continue to be used for rice 

production as they are currently and incompatibilities of on-site uses with agricultural land 

uses could occur.  

The No Action Alternative would place a lift station and commercial uses adjacent to the 

grazing land to the west. As a result, no conflicts between cattle grazing and land proposed 

land uses on the western boundary of the project site would occur under this alternative. 

The No Action Alternative would place high-density residential land uses, which would be 

located north of Pleasant Grove Boulevard, adjacent to rice fields, thus resulting in 

potential conflicts. However, a 120-foot (37-meter) roadway (Santucci Boulevard Extension) 

is proposed along the project site’s western boundary which includes a 50-foot (15-meter) 

landscaped buffer, and this roadway would adequately separate on-site residential uses 

from nearby intensive agricultural operations. Therefore, there would be no conflict 

between the on-site high-density residential uses north of Pleasant Grove Boulevard and 

the agricultural operations on the adjacent rice lands, the project site urban uses would not 

lead to the discontinuation of the agricultural operations on the adjacent lands, and the 

indirect effect would be less than significant. In addition, Mitigation Measure AG-2 

would further reduce the less than significant effect related to compatibility with adjacent 

rice fields. 

Mitigation Measure AG-2 is the same as Condition of Approval 4.1-3(a) in the SVSP EIR. 

The USACE assumes that the City of Roseville would impose the same mitigation measure 

on the No Action Alternative to address this effect. With deed disclosure requirements, this 

condition of approval would further reduce the effect with regard to incompatibility with 

adjacent agricultural uses.  

Proposed 

Action 

Similar to the No Action Alternative, development of the project site under the Proposed 

Action would result in no direct effects on adjacent agricultural lands as no improvements 

would be constructed outside of the project site boundaries. Although there would be 

potential for indirect effects, the indirect effect of the Proposed Action from developing 

urban uses near agricultural uses would be less than significant. Mitigation is proposed to 

further reduce the effect related to compatibility with adjacent agricultural uses. 

The Proposed Action would place more residential land uses adjacent to grazing land and 

active agricultural uses than the No Action Alternative. Residential land uses would be 

located along almost the entire northern and southern boundaries of the project site. In 

addition, a high-density residential area north of Pleasant Grove Boulevard and a medium-

density residential area south of Pleasant Grove Boulevard would be located adjacent to 

active rice fields to the west. As a result, more residential units would be exposed to the 

effects from adjacent agricultural practices.  

As in the case of the No Action Alternative, grazing activities on land to the north and 

south of the project site would not be so intense a use as to cause serious conflict with 
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residential uses. In addition, non-residential uses would border grazing lands to the west 

similar to the No Action Alternative, and no adverse effects would occur. Concerning 

active agriculture to the west, Santucci Boulevard would separate residential areas located 

along the western boundary of the project site from the adjacent rice fields, and for the 

reasons that are presented above for the No Action Alternative, the indirect effect of the 

Proposed Action related to incompatibility with these active rice fields would be less than 

significant. In addition, Mitigation Measure AG-2 would further reduce the effect related 

to compatibility with adjacent agricultural uses. 

As noted above, Mitigation Measure AG-2 is the same as Condition of Approval 4.1-3(a) in 

the SVSP EIR, was adopted by the City of Roseville at the time of project approval, and will 

be enforced by the City. The City determined that, with deed disclosure requirements, this 

condition of approval would reduce the significant effect with regard to incompatibility 

with adjacent agricultural uses to less than significant (City of Roseville 2010). The USACE 

agrees with the conclusions in the SVSP EIR and finds that this effect would be further 

reduced by this mitigation.  

Alts. 1 

through 3 

Similar to the No Action and the Proposed Action, Alternatives 1 through 3 would result in 

no direct effects on adjacent farmlands. The indirect effect of Alternatives 1 through 3 from 

developing urban uses near agricultural uses would be less than significant. Mitigation is 

proposed to further reduce the effect related to compatibility with adjacent agricultural 

uses. 

Alternatives 1 through 3 would place fewer residential land uses adjacent to grazing land 

and more residential land uses adjacent to active agricultural uses than the No Action 

Alternative. More open space would be located along the southern boundaries of the 

project site under Alternatives 1 through 3 than under the No Action Alternative, thus 

resulting in fewer residential land uses being located adjacent to grazing activities to the 

south. Roughly the same mix of residential, commercial, and open space land uses would 

be located along the northern boundary of the project site under Alternatives 1 through 3 

as under the No Project Alternative. As in the case of the No Action Alternative, grazing 

activities on land to the north and south of the project site would not be so intense a use as 

to cause serious conflicts with residential uses. 

Concerning the western boundary, non-residential uses would border grazing lands to the 

west similar to the No Action Alternative, and no long-term adverse effects would occur. In 

addition, a high-density residential area north of Pleasant Grove Boulevard would be 

located adjacent to active rice fields to the west under Alternatives 1 through 3 while a 

high-density residential area south of Pleasant Grove Boulevard would be located adjacent 

to active rice fields to the west under Alternative 1, and a medium-density residential area 

south of Pleasant Grove Boulevard would be located adjacent to active rice fields to the 

west under Alternative 2 and 3. As a result, more residential units would be exposed to the 

effects from adjacent rice fields under Alternatives 1 through 3 than under the No Action 
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Alternative. However, Santucci Boulevard would separate residential areas located along 

the western boundary of the project site from the adjacent rice fields under these 

alternatives. Based on the significance criteria listed above and for the reasons that are 

presented above for the No Action Alternative, the indirect effect related to potential 

incompatibility of residential uses located adjacent to these active rice fields would be less 

than significant. In addition, Mitigation Measure AG-2 would further reduce the effect 

related to compatibility with adjacent agricultural uses. 

As noted above, Mitigation Measure AG-2 is the same as Condition of Approval 4.1-3(a) in 

the SVSP EIR. The USACE assumes that the City of Roseville would impose the same 

condition of approval on Alternatives 1 through 3 to address this effect. As noted above, 

with deed disclosure requirements, this condition of approval would further reduce the 

less than significant effects related to compatibility with adjacent agricultural uses. The 

USACE finds that the less than significant indirect effect would be further reduced by this 

mitigation.  

Alts. 4 and 5 Similar to the No Action and the Proposed Action, Alternatives 4 and 5 would result in no 

direct effects on adjacent farmlands. The indirect effect of Alternative 4 – One Acre Fill and 

Alternative 5 – One Half Acre Fill from developing urban uses near agricultural uses 

would be less than significant. Mitigation would further reduce the effect related to 

compatibility with adjacent agricultural uses. 

Alternatives 4 and 5 would place a similar amount of residential land uses adjacent to 

grazing land as the No Action Alternative and would place no residential land uses 

adjacent to active agricultural uses. More open space would be located along the southern 

boundaries of the project site under Alternatives 4 and 5 than under the No Action 

Alternative, thus resulting in fewer residential land uses being located adjacent to grazing 

activities to the south. However, more residential land uses would be located along the 

northern boundary of the project site under Alternatives 4 and 5 than under the No Action 

Alternative. As in the case of the No Action Alternative, grazing activities on land to the 

north and south of the project site would not be so intense a use as to cause serious short-

term conflict with residential uses. 

Concerning the western boundary, non-residential uses would border grazing lands to the 

west similar to the No Action Alternative, and no adverse effects would occur. In addition, 

no residential land uses would be located adjacent to active rice fields to the west. As a 

result, no residential units would be exposed to the effects from adjacent rice fields under 

Alternatives 4 and 5. Based on the significant criteria above, the indirect effect related to 

compatibility with adjacent agricultural fields would be less than significant. In addition, 

Mitigation Measure AG-2 would further reduce the effect related to compatibility with 

adjacent agricultural uses. 

As noted above, Mitigation Measure AG-2 is the same as Condition of Approval 4.1-3(a) in 
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the SVSP EIR. The USACE assumes that the City of Roseville would impose the same 

condition of approval on all of the on-site alternatives to address this effect. As noted 

above, with deed disclosure requirements, this condition of approval would further reduce 

the less than significant effects related to compatibility with adjacent agricultural uses. The 

USACE finds that the less than significant indirect effects would be further reduced by 

this mitigation.  

Off-Site Alt. Similar to the No Action and the Proposed Action, the Off-Site Alternative would result in 

no direct effects on adjacent farmlands. Even though some off-site improvements would be 

constructed as part of this alternative, most of the improvements would be placed 

underground and all of the improvements would be located in an area that does not 

contain Important Farmlands. With respect to the indirect effect of the Off-Site Alternative 

from developing urban uses near agricultural uses, the effect would be less than 

significant. Mitigation would further reduce the effect related to compatibility with 

adjacent agricultural uses. 

The alternative site is bordered by urban development to the east and south. Therefore 

residential development along the eastern and southern boundaries of the project site 

would not abut existing agricultural uses and there would be no potential for 

incompatibility of project uses with agricultural uses.  

With respect to the western and northern boundaries of the site, there would be no 

incompatibility between the on-site uses and adjacent lands. Lands to the west and north 

are located in unincorporated Placer County and no development is planned for these 

lands at this time. It is assumed that these lands would remain undeveloped in the future. 

The proposed on-site industrial uses along the northern boundary of the alternative site are 

not a sensitive land use and would not conflict with adjacent agricultural uses. Existing 

agricultural uses on the lands adjacent to the western portion of the alternative site are 

limited to cattle grazing, which is not so intense as to cause a serious conflict with 

residential uses. No crops are grown on these lands at this time and based on the quality of 

soils it is unlikely that intensive agricultural uses, such as cultivation of row crops that 

would require spraying of pesticides or herbicides, would be conducted on these lands in 

the future.  

Concerning off-site infrastructure, these improvements would not be incompatible with the 

existing grazing land to the east and west of the alternative site as these improvements 

would be located underground. Thus, the installation of off-site utilities would not 

preclude the land from continuing to be grazed. Therefore, the long-term indirect effect 

would be less than significant. In addition, Mitigation Measure AG-2 is proposed, which 

would further reduce the effect related to compatibility with adjacent agricultural uses.  

As noted above, Mitigation Measure AG-2 is the same as Condition of Approval 4.1-3(a) in 

the SVSP EIR. The USACE assumes that the City of Roseville would impose the same 
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condition of approval on the Off-Site Alternative to address this effect. As noted above, 

with deed disclosure requirements, this condition of approval would further reduce the 

less than significant indirect effect related to compatibility with adjacent agricultural uses.  

 

Mitigation Measure AG-2: Deed Disclosure regarding Agricultural Use 

(Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

In order to reduce potential conflicts between sensitive uses and agricultural uses, residential units within 100-feet of 

undeveloped parcels to the west of the SVSP area (i.e., Westbrook project) where agricultural uses exist shall be 

provided with a deed disclosure or similar notice approved by the City Attorney regarding the proximity and nature of 

neighboring potential agricultural uses. This disclosure shall be applied at the tentative map state to the affected 

properties. A written disclosure shall be supplied to the property purchaser or renter by the vendor prior to the 

completion of the purchase or rental agreement, until such time that the uses are converted to urban development. The 

text of the disclosure language shall be approved by the City Attorney. 

3.2.6 RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS 

The direct effects under Impact AG-1 would be reduced to less than significant with mitigation. The 

indirect effects under Impact AG-2 would be less than significant and would be further reduced by the 

proposed mitigation. There would be no residual significant effects for the Proposed Action and any of the 

alternatives.  

3.2.7 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

Cumulative Impact AG-1 Conversion of Important Farmland 

No Action Alt., 

Proposed 

Action, Alts. 1 

through 5  

Within western Placer County, a majority of agricultural land has been identified as 

Farmland of Local Importance and Grazing Land. The vast majority of the project site is 

designated as Farmland of Local Importance.  

All of the on-site alternatives, including the Proposed Action, in conjunction with other 

present and foreseeable future projects, would result in the conversion of agricultural 

land to non-agricultural uses. The contribution of the on-site alternatives and the 

Proposed Action to the cumulative loss in the study area is detailed in Table 3.2-5 and 

ranges from 223 to 360 acres (90 to 146 hectares). Although the affected land on the 

project site is Farmland of Local Importance and not Prime Farmland and the project site 

is not in active agricultural use, because farmland is being lost to development 

throughout the region, the direct loss of farmland would be a significant cumulative 

impact. Mitigation Measure AG-1 would address this effect and would provide 

substantial off-site mitigation for conversion of agricultural land. The USACE assumes 

that the same mitigation measure will be imposed by the City on the No Action 

Alternative and other on-site alternatives. Therefore, with mitigation, the contribution of 

the Proposed Action and all on-site alternatives to the cumulative impact would be 

rendered less than significant. 
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Off-Site Alt. As shown in Table 3.2-5, the cumulative contribution of the Off-Site Alternative to loss 

of agricultural land would be less than that of the No Action Alternative. This is because 

the alternative site contains less land that is designated Farmland of Local Importance 

than the project site and more than half the site acreage is grazing land. This alternative 

would also implement Mitigation Measure AG-1, which would reduce its contribution 

to the cumulative loss of agricultural land to less than significant.  
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3.3 AIR QUALITY 

3.3.1 INTRODUCTION 

This section covers the topic of air quality, describing existing conditions at and surrounding the project 

site, summarizing relevant regulations and policies, and analyzing the anticipated impacts of 

implementing the Proposed Action.  

Sources of information used in this analysis include: 

 Sierra Vista Specific Plan EIR prepared by the City of Roseville (City of Roseville 2010);  

 Westbrook Specific Plan Amendment Initial Study, prepared by the City of Roseville (City of 

Roseville 2012); and 

 Westbrook Amendment to the Sierra Vista Specific Plan Air Quality and Climate Change 

Analysis prepared by Ascent Environmental (Ascent 2012). 

3.3.2 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

3.3.2.1 Regional Setting 

The California Air Resources Board (CARB) has divided California into regional air basins according to 

topographic features. The proposed project is located in the City of Roseville, which is located in the 

Placer County portion of the Sacramento Valley Air Basin (the Air Basin). This portion of the Air Basin is 

under the jurisdiction of the Placer County Air Pollution Control District (Air District) for issues related 

to air quality planning. The Air District works in conjunction with the Sacramento Metropolitan Air 

Quality Management District (SMAQMD) and other air pollution control districts within the Air Basin to 

address air quality in the region. 

The primary factors that determine air quality in any region are the locations of air pollutant sources, the 

amount of pollutants emitted, and meteorological and topographical conditions affecting their dispersion. 

Atmospheric conditions, including wind speed, wind direction, and air temperature gradients, interact 

with the physical features of the landscape to determine the movement and dispersal of air pollutants.  

The Air Basin includes Butte, Colusa, Glenn, Sacramento, Shasta, Sutter, Tehama, Yolo, and Yuba 

Counties; the western urbanized portion of Placer County; and the eastern portion of Solano County. The 

Air Basin occupies 15,040 square miles and has a population of more than 2 million people. The Air Basin 

is bounded by the North Coast Ranges on the west and Northern Sierra Nevada Mountains on the east. 

The intervening terrain is flat and is often described as a bowl-shaped valley.  

The Sacramento Valley Air Basin has a Mediterranean climate, characterized by hot, dry summers and 

mild, rainy winters. During the year, the temperature may range from 20 to 115 degrees Fahrenheit with 

summer highs usually in the 90s and winter lows occasionally below freezing. Average annual rainfall is 

about 20 inches with snowfall being very rare. The prevailing winds are moderate in strength and vary 

from moist breezes from the south to dry land flows from the north (SMAQMD 2009).  
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The mountains surrounding the Sacramento Valley create a barrier to airflow, which can trap air 

pollutants in the valley when meteorological conditions are right and a temperature inversion exists. The 

highest frequency of air stagnation events occur in the autumn and early winter when large high-

pressure cells lie over the valley. The lack of surface wind during these periods and the reduced vertical 

flow caused by less surface heating reduces the influx of outside air and allows air pollutants to become 

concentrated in the air. The surface concentrations of pollutants are highest when these conditions are 

combined with smoke from agricultural burning or when temperature inversions trap cool air, fog, and 

pollutants near the ground. 

The ozone season (May through October) in the Sacramento Valley is characterized by stagnant morning 

air or light winds with the Delta sea breeze arriving in the afternoon out of the southwest. Usually the 

evening breeze transports the airborne pollutants to the north out of the Sacramento Valley. During about 

half of the days from July to September; however, a phenomenon called the “Schultz Eddy” prevents this 

from occurring. Instead of allowing for the prevailing wind patterns to move north carrying the 

pollutants out of the valley, the Schultz Eddy causes the wind pattern and pollutants to circle back 

southward preventing dispersion and increasing the likelihood of federal and state air quality standards 

violations (SMAQMD 2009). 

3.3.2.2 Ambient Air Quality Standards 

Both the federal government and the State of California have established ambient air quality standards 

for several different pollutants. The USEPA sets National Ambient Air Quality Standards for the 

following seven pollutants: carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), ozone (O3), sulfur dioxide 

(SO2), respirable particulate matter (PM10), fine particulate matter (PM2.5), and lead. These seven 

pollutants are commonly referred to as criteria pollutants. California Ambient Air Quality Standards have 

also been adopted for these pollutants, as well as for sulfates, visibility-reducing particles, hydrogen 

sulfide, and vinyl chloride. California standards are generally stricter than national standards. Each of the 

criteria pollutants that are relevant to the Proposed Action and that are of concern in the Air Basin are 

briefly described below. While reactive organic gases (ROGs) are not considered to be criteria air 

pollutants, they are widely emitted from land development projects and undergo photochemical 

reactions in the atmosphere to form O3; therefore, ROGs are also relevant to the Proposed Action and are 

of concern in the area (USEPA n.d.c). 

 Ozone (O3). O3 is a gas that is formed when ROGs and oxides of nitrogen (NOX), both byproducts 

of internal combustion engine exhaust and other sources, undergo slow photochemical reactions 

in the presence of sunlight. Ozone concentrations are generally highest during the summer 

months when direct sunlight, light wind, and warm temperature conditions are favorable to the 

formation of this pollutant. 

 Reactive Organic Gases (ROGs). ROGs are compounds composed primarily of hydrogen and 

carbon atoms. Internal combustion associated with motor vehicle usage is the major source of 

hydrocarbons. Adverse effects on human health are not caused directly by ROGs, but rather by 

reactions of ROGs to form secondary air pollutants, including ozone. ROGs are also referred to as 

reactive organic compounds (ROCs) or volatile organic compounds (VOCs). ROGs themselves 

are not criteria pollutants; however, they contribute to formation of O3. 
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 Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2). NO2 is a reddish-brown, highly reactive gas that is formed in the 

ambient air through the oxidation of nitric oxide (NO). NO2 is also a byproduct of fuel 

combustion. The principal form of NOX produced by combustion is NO, but NO reacts quickly to 

form NO2, creating the mixture of NO and NO2 referred to as NOX. NO2 acts as an acute irritant 

and, in equal concentrations, is more injurious than NO. At atmospheric concentrations, 

however, NOX is only potentially irritating. NO2 absorbs blue light, the result of which is a 

brownish-red cast to the atmosphere and reduced visibility.  

 Carbon Monoxide (CO). CO is a colorless, odorless gas produced by the incomplete combustion 

of fuels. CO concentrations tend to be the highest during winter mornings, with little to no wind, 

when surface-based inversions trap the pollutant at ground levels. CO is emitted directly from 

internal combustion engines. Motor vehicles operating at slow speeds are the primary source of 

CO in the basin. The highest ambient CO concentrations are generally found near congested 

transportation corridors and intersections. 

 Sulfur Dioxide (SO2). SO2 is a colorless, extremely irritating gas or liquid. It enters the atmosphere 

as a pollutant mainly as a result of burning high-sulfur-content fuel oils and coal and from 

chemical processes occurring at chemical plants and refineries. When SO2 oxidizes in the 

atmosphere, it forms sulfates (SO4). 

 Respirable Particulate Matter (PM10). PM10 consists of suspended particles or droplets 

10 micrometers or smaller in diameter. Some sources of PM10, like pollen and windstorms, are 

naturally occurring. However, in populated areas, most PM10 is caused by road dust, diesel soot, 

combustion products, abrasion of tires and brakes, and construction activities. 

 Fine Particulate Matter (PM2.5). PM2.5 is suspended particulate matter that is 2.5 micrometers or 

smaller in diameter. The sources of PM2.5 include fuel combustion from automobiles, power 

plants, wood burning, industrial processes, and diesel-powered vehicles such as buses and 

trucks. These fine particles are also formed in the atmosphere when gases such as sulfur dioxide, 

NOX, and ROGs are transformed in the air by chemical reactions.  

A summary of state and federal ambient air quality standards and the effects of the exceedance of these 

standards on health are shown in Table 3.3-1, Ambient Air Quality Standards. For some pollutants, 

separate standards have been set for different periods. Most standards have been set to protect public 

health. For some pollutants, standards have been based on other values, such as protection of crops, 

protection of materials, or avoidance of nuisance conditions. 
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Table 3.3-1 

Ambient Air Quality Standards 

 

Air Pollutant 

Concentration/Averaging Time 

Most Relevant Health Effects 

State Standard 

(California 

Ambient Air 

Quality Standards) 

Federal Primary 

Standard (National 

Ambient Air Quality 

Standards) 

Ozone 0.09 ppm, 1-hr. avg. 

0.070 ppm, 8-hr avg. 

0.075 ppm, 8-hr avg. 

(three-year average of 

annual 4th-highest daily 

maximum) 

(a) Pulmonary function decrements and localized 

lung edema in humans and animals; (b) Risk to 

public health implied by alterations in pulmonary 

morphology and host defense in animals; (c) 

Increased mortality risk; (d) Risk to public health 

implied by altered connective tissue metabolism and 

altered pulmonary morphology in animals after 

long-term exposures and pulmonary function 

decrements in chronically exposed humans; 

(e) Vegetation damage; and (f) Property damage 

Nitrogen Dioxide1 0.18 ppm, 1-hr avg. 

0.030 ppm, annual 

arithmetic mean 

0.100 ppm, 1-hr avg. 

(three-year avg. of the 

98th percentile of the 

daily maximum 1-hour 

avg.) 

0.053 ppm, annual 

arithmetic mean 

(a) Potential to aggravate chronic respiratory disease 

and respiratory symptoms in sensitive groups; (b) 

Risk to public health implied by pulmonary and 

extrapulmonary biochemical and cellular changes 

and pulmonary structural changes; and (c) 

Contribution to atmospheric discoloration 

Carbon Monoxide 20 ppm, 1-hr avg. 

9.0 ppm, 8-hr avg. 

35 ppm, 1-hr avg. (not to 

be exceeded more than 

once per year) 

9 ppm, 8-hr avg. (not to 

be exceeded more than 

once per year) 

(a) Aggravation of angina pectoris and other aspects 

of coronary heart disease; (b) Decreased exercise 

tolerance in persons with peripheral vascular disease 

and lung disease; (c) Impairment of central nervous 

system functions; and (d) Possible increased risk to 

fetuses 

Sulfur Dioxide2 0.25 ppm, 1-hr. avg. 

0.04 ppm, 24-hr avg. 

 

0.075 ppm, 1-hr avg. 

(three-year avg. of the 

99th percentile) 

Bronchoconstriction accompanied by symptoms, 

which may include wheezing, shortness of breath 

and chest tightness, during exercise or physical 

activity in persons with asthma 

Respirable 

Particulate Matter 

(PM10) 

50 µg/m3, 24-hr avg. 

20 µg/m3, annual 

arithmetic mean 

150 µg/m3, 24-hr avg. 

(not to be exceeded more 

than once per year on 

average over three years) 

(a) Exacerbation of symptoms in sensitive patients 

with respiratory or cardiovascular disease; (b) 

Declines in pulmonary function growth in children; 

and (c) Increased risk of premature death from heart 

or lung diseases in the elderly 

Fine Particulate 

Matter (PM2.5) 

12 µg/m3, annual 

arithmetic mean 

35 µg/m3, 24-hr avg. 

(three-year average of 

98th percentile) 

15 µg/m3, annual 

arithmetic mean (three-

year average) 

(a) Exacerbation of symptoms in sensitive patients 

with respiratory or cardiovascular disease; (b) 

Declines in pulmonary function growth in children; 

and (c) Increased risk of premature death from heart 

or lung diseases in the elderly 

Lead3 1.5 µg/m3, 30-day avg. 1.5 µg/m3, calendar 

quarter 

0.15 µg/m3, three-month 

rolling average 

(a) Increased body burden; and (b) Impairment of 

blood formation and nerve conduction 
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Air Pollutant 

Concentration/Averaging Time 

Most Relevant Health Effects 

State Standard 

(California 

Ambient Air 

Quality Standards) 

Federal Primary 

Standard (National 

Ambient Air Quality 

Standards) 

Visibility-

Reducing Particles 

Reduction of visual 

range to less than 

10 miles at relative 

humidity less than 

70%, 8-hour avg. 

(10:00 AM–6:00 PM) 

None Visibility impairment on days when relative 

humidity is less than 70 percent. 

Sulfates 25 µg/m3, 24-hr avg. None (a) Decrease in ventilatory function; (b) Aggravation 

of asthmatic symptoms; (c) Aggravation of cardio-

pulmonary disease; (d) Vegetation damage; (e) 

Degradation of visibility; and (f) Property damage 

Hydrogen Sulfide 0.03 ppm, 1-hr avg. None Odor annoyance 

Vinyl Chloride3 0.01 ppm, 24-hr avg. None Known carcinogen 

    

Source: South Coast Air Quality Management District, Final Program Environmental Impact Report for the 2007 Air Quality Management 

Plan, (2007) Table 3.1-1, p. 3.1-3. 

µg/m3 = microgram per cubic meter. 

ppm = parts per million by volume. 
1  On January 25, 2010, the USEPA promulgated a new 1-hour NO2 standard. The new 1-hour standard is 0.100 parts per million (188 

micrograms per cubic meter [µg/m3]) and became effective on April 12, 2010. 
2  On June 3, 2010, the USEPA issued a new 1-hour SO2 standard. The new 1-hour standard is 0.075 parts per million (196 µg/m3). The 

USEPA also revoked the existing 24-hour and annual standards citing a lack of evidence of specific health impacts from long-term 

exposures. The new 1-hour standard becomes effective 60 days after publication in the Federal Register. 
3 CARB has identified lead and vinyl chloride as “toxic air contaminants” with no threshold level of exposure for adverse health effects 

determined. These actions allow for the implementation of control measures at levels below the ambient concentrations specified for these 

pollutants. 

 

The USEPA and CARB designate air basins or portions of air basins and counties as being in 

“attainment” or “nonattainment” for each of the criteria pollutants. Nonattainment areas are ranked 

(marginal, moderate, serious, severe, or extreme) according to the degree of nonattainment. Areas that do 

not meet the standards shown in Table 3.3-1 are classified as nonattainment areas. The National Ambient 

Air Quality Standards (other than O3, PM10, PM2.5, and those based on annual averages or arithmetic 

mean) are not to be exceeded more than once per year. The National Ambient Air Quality Standards for 

O3, PM10, and PM2.5 are based on statistical calculations over one- to three-year periods, depending on 

the pollutant. The California Ambient Air Quality Standards are not to be exceeded during a three-year 

period. Table 3.3-2, Placer County Attainment Status, presents the status of the Placer County portion of 

Air Basin with respect to the attainment of federal and state standards. 

The determination of whether an area meets the state and federal standards is based on air quality 

monitoring data. Some areas are unclassified, which means there is insufficient monitoring data for 

determining attainment or nonattainment. Unclassified areas are typically treated as being in attainment. 

Because the attainment/nonattainment designation is pollutant specific, an area may be classified as 

nonattainment for one pollutant and attainment for another. Similarly, because the state and federal 
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standards differ, an area could be classified as attainment for the federal standards of a pollutant and as 

nonattainment for the state standards of the same pollutant. 

 

Table 3.3-2 

Placer County Attainment Status (Western Portion of County) 

 

Pollutant Federal Standards State Standards 

Ozone 1-hour No federal standard Nonattainment/Serious 

Ozone 8-hour Nonattainment/Severe-151 Nonattainment 

Nitrogen Dioxide Attainment Attainment 

Carbon Monoxide Unclassified/Attainment Unclassified/Attainment 

Sulfur Dioxide Unclassified/Attainment Attainment 

PM10 Attainment Nonattainment 

PM2.5 Nonattainment  Attainment 

Lead Unclassified Attainment 

Hydrogen Sulfide No federal standards Unclassified 

Sulfates No federal standards Attainment 

Visibility-Reducing Particulates No federal standards Unclassified  

    

Sources:  

California Air Resources Board, “Area Designations Maps/State and National,” http://www.arb.ca.gov/desig/adm/adm.htm. 2012. 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, “Air Quality Maps,” http://www.epa.gov/region9/air/maps/index.html. 2012 
1  A formal request for voluntary reclassification from “serious” to “severe” for the 8-hour ozone nonattainment area with an associated 

attainment deadline of June 15, 2019, was submitted by CARB to the USEPA on February 14, 2008. The USEPA approved the 

reclassification request on April 15, 2010. 

 

3.3.2.3 Toxic Air Contaminants 

In addition to criteria pollutants, CARB periodically assesses the health impacts and ambient levels of 

toxic air contaminants (TACs) in California. The USEPA assesses health impacts for hazardous air 

pollutants. A TAC is defined by California Health and Safety Code Section 397655:  

“Toxic air contaminant” means an air pollutant which may cause or contribute to an increase in 

mortality or in serious illness, or which may pose a present or potential hazard to human health. A 

substance that is listed as a hazardous air pollutant pursuant to subsection (b) of Section 112 of 

the federal act (42 USC. Sec. 7412(b)) is a toxic air contaminant. 

As noted in the definition above, all USEPA hazardous air pollutants are considered to be TACs. CARB 

has assessed inhalation cancer risk for the state and has provided risk maps based on the Assessment 

System for Population Exposure Nationwide (ASPEN) dispersion model (USEPA n.d.a). The ASPEN 

model is used in the USEPA’s National Air Toxics Assessment study (USEPA n.d.b). The risk maps depict 

inhalation cancer risk due to modeled outdoor toxic pollutant levels, and do not account for cancer risk 

due to other types of exposure (e.g., direct or ingestion). Based on CARB’s assessment, the largest 

contributor to inhalation cancer risk is diesel emissions, which is consistent with the result of other 
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studies, such as the South Coast Air Quality Management District’s Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Study 

III (South Coast Air Quality Management District 2008).  

In 2004, CARB conducted a health risk assessment of airborne particulate matter emissions from diesel-

fueled locomotives at the Union Pacific J.R. Davis Yard located in Roseville, California. The study found 

that the background cancer risk for the broader Sacramento region was 360 in 1 million for diesel 

particulate matter and 520 in 1 million for all toxic air contaminants (CARB 2004). 

3.3.2.4 Ambient Air Monitoring 

CARB has established and maintains a network of sampling stations in conjunction with local air 

pollution control districts (APCDs) and air quality management districts (AQMDs), private contractors, 

and the National Park Service. The monitoring station network provides air quality monitoring data, 

including real-time meteorological data and ambient pollutant levels, as well as historical data. The 

network in the Air Basin consists of 12 monitoring stations. The closest monitoring station to the project is 

located at 151 North Sunrise Boulevard in Roseville, located just over 6 miles east of the project site. This 

station monitors ambient pollutant concentrations of O3, NO2, PM10, and PM2.5. The nearest station to the 

project site that monitors CO and SO2 is located at 7823 Blackfoot Way in North Highlands, 

approximately 5 miles to the south of the project site.  

Table 3.3-3, Ambient Pollutant Concentrations Registered Nearest to the Project Site, at the end of this 

section, lists the measured ambient pollutant concentrations and the exceedances of state and federal 

standards that have occurred at the above mentioned monitoring stations from 2008 through 2010, the 

most recent years for which data are available. As shown, the monitoring station in Roseville has 

registered values above state and federal standards for O3, the state standard for PM10, and the federal 

standard for PM2.5. The standards for CO, NO2, SO2, lead, and sulfate have not been exceeded anywhere 

within the basin for several years. Values for lead and sulfate are not presented in the table since ambient 

concentrations are well below the state standards. Hydrogen sulfide, vinyl chloride, and visibility 

reducing particles were not monitored by CARB or the SMAQMD in the Air Basin during the period 

from 2008 to 2010. 

3.3.3 REGULATORY FRAMEWORK – APPLICABLE LAWS, REGULATIONS, 

PLANS, AND POLICIES 

Air quality within Placer County is addressed through the efforts of various federal, state, regional, and 

local government agencies. The agencies primarily responsible for improving the air quality within the 

County include the USEPA, CARB, Air District, and the Sacramento Area Council of Governments 

(SACOG). The City of Roseville includes policies in its General Plan Air Quality Element that are designed 

to improve air quality. These agencies, their laws, regulations, rules, plans, and policies as they pertain to 

air quality and the Proposed Action are discussed below. 
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3.3.3.1 Federal Laws, Regulations, Plans, and Policies 

Clean Air Act 

The USEPA is responsible for enforcing the federal Clean Air Act (CAA) and the National Ambient Air 

Quality Standards. The USEPA regulates emission sources that are under the exclusive authority of the 

federal government, such as aircraft, ships, and certain locomotives. The USEPA also maintains 

jurisdiction over emission sources beyond state waters (outer continental shelf), and establishes various 

emissions standards for vehicles sold in states other than California. These standards identify acceptable 

levels of ambient concentrations for seven criteria pollutants: O3, CO, NO2, SO2, PM10, PM2.5, and lead. 

The thresholds are considered to be the maximum concentrations of ambient (background) air pollutants 

determined safe to protect the public health and welfare with an adequate margin of safety.  

As part of its enforcement responsibilities, the USEPA requires each state with areas that do not meet the 

federal standards to prepare and submit a State Implementation Plan (SIP) that demonstrates the means 

to attain federal standards. The SIP must integrate federal, state, and local plan components and 

regulations to identify specific measures to reduce pollution, using a combination of performance 

standards and market-based programs within the time frame identified in the SIP. The Air Quality 

Attainment Plan (AQAP), prepared by the Air District in conjunction with other air pollution control 

districts in the Air Basin, is the regulatory mechanism by which the Air District conforms to USEPA 

regulations. The Air District provides Triennial Progress Reports (TPRs) on air quality issues addressed 

by the AQAP, with the latest published in 2009. 

The 1990 CAA Amendments were enacted to better protect the public’s health and create more efficient 

methods for lowering pollutant emissions. The major areas of improvement addressed in the 

amendments include National Ambient Air Quality Standards, air basin designations, automobile/heavy-

duty engine emissions, and hazardous air pollutants. The USEPA has designated air basins as being in 

attainment or nonattainment for each of the seven criteria pollutants. Nonattainment air basins for ozone 

are further ranked (marginal, moderate, serious, severe, or extreme) according to the degree of 

nonattainment. CARB is required to describe in its SIP how the state will achieve federal standards by 

specified dates for each air basin that has failed to attain a National Ambient Air Quality Standards for 

any criteria pollutant.  

The extent of mitigation implementation of a given SIP depends on the severity of the air quality 

condition within the state or a specific air basin. Western Placer County is classified by the USEPA as in 

serious nonattainment for the O3 standard, in nonattainment for the PM2.5 standard, and as 

attainment/unclassified for the other criteria pollutants, as summarized in Table 3.3-2, Placer County 

Attainment Status.  

The 1990 CAA Amendments addressed tailpipe emissions from automobiles, heavy-duty engines, and 

diesel fuel engines. The amendments established more stringent standards for hydrocarbons, NOX, and 

CO emissions in order to reduce the ozone and carbon monoxide levels in heavily populated areas. 
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Under the 1990 CAA Amendments, new fuels were required to be less volatile, contain less sulfur 

(regarding diesel fuel), and have higher levels of oxygenates (oxygen-containing substances to improve 

fuel combustion). Due to the lack of a substantial reduction in hazardous emissions under the 1977 CAA, 

the 1990 CAA Amendments listed 189 hazardous air pollutants (HAPs), which are carcinogenic, 

mutagenic, and/or reproductive toxicants, to be reduced. The 1990 CAA Amendments regulate major 

stationary sources and area emissions sources requiring use of Maximum Achievable Control Technology 

to reduce HAP emissions and their associated health impacts. 

3.3.3.2 State Laws, Regulations, Plans, and Policies 

California Clean Air Act 

The California Clean Air Act (CCAA) established a legal mandate for air basins to achieve the California 

Ambient Air Quality Standards by the earliest practical date. The California Ambient Air Quality 

Standards, established by CARB, apply to the same seven criteria pollutants as the National Ambient Air 

Quality Standards, as well as to sulfates, visibility-reducing particles, hydrogen sulfide, and vinyl 

chloride. California Ambient Air Quality Standards are more stringent than the National Ambient Air 

Quality Standards, and in the case of PM10 and SO2, far more stringent. 

As a branch of the California Environmental Protection Agency, CARB oversees air quality monitoring, 

planning, and control throughout California. It is primarily responsible for implementing the CCAA, 

ensuring conformance with CAA requirements, and for regulating emissions from motor vehicles and 

consumer products within the state. In addition, CARB sets the California Ambient Air Quality Standards 

and control measures for TACs. CARB approves the regional air quality management/attainment plans 

for incorporation into the SIP and is responsible for preparing those portions of the SIP related to mobile 

source emissions. CARB establishes new standards for vehicles sold in California and for various types of 

commercially available equipment. It also sets fuel specifications to further reduce vehicular emissions. 

CARB also makes area designations for O3, CO, NO2, SO2, PM10, PM2.5, sulfates, lead, hydrogen sulfide, 

and visibility-reducing particles. Health and Safety Code Section 39607(e) requires CARB to establish and 

periodically review area designation criteria. These designation criteria provide the basis for CARB to 

designate areas of the state as attainment, nonattainment, or unclassified according to state standards. In 

addition, Health and Safety Code Section 39608 requires CARB to use the designation criteria to classify 

areas of the state and to annually review those area designations. 

3.3.3.3 Local Plans, Policies, and Ordinances 

Sacramento Area Council of Governments 

The SACOG is an association of local governments in the Sacramento County region that provides 

transportation planning and funding for the region. Although SACOG is not an air quality management 

agency, it is responsible for several air quality planning issues. Specifically, as the designated 

Metropolitan Planning Organization for the Sacramento region, it is responsible, pursuant to Section 

176(c) of the 1990 CAA Amendments, for providing current population, employment, travel, and 

congestion projections for regional air quality planning efforts.  
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Placer County Air Pollution Control District 

The Air District has jurisdiction over most air quality matters within the Placer County portion of the Air 

Basin. The Air District regulates most stationary sources of air pollutants in Placer County, maintains 

ambient air quality monitoring stations at numerous locations, and collaborates in preparation of the air 

quality management/attainment plans for the area that are required under the CAA and CCAA. The Air 

District also prepares regular progress reports, the TPRs, which detail the results of efforts to improve air 

quality within Placer County and the Air Basin. 

Sacramento Valley Air Basin Air Quality Plans 

As shown in Table 3.3-2, the western portion of Placer County is in nonattainment for the federal 

standards for ozone (8-hour) and PM2.5. Western Placer County is also in nonattainment for the state 

standards of ozone (1-hour), ozone (8-hour), and PM10. Therefore, the Air District has assisted in 

preparing attainment plans for the area in order to demonstrate achievement of the state and federal 

ambient air quality standards for ozone, PM10, and PM2.5. The most recent plans include: 

 Air Quality Attainment Plan 

 Sacramento Regional Clean Air Plan for the 1-Hour National Ozone Standard 

 Sacramento Region Clean Air Plan Update 

 Sacramento Regional Nonattainment Area 8-Hour Ozone Rate-of-Progress Plan 

 Sacramento Regional 8-Hour Ozone Attainment and Reasonable Further Progress Plan 

The Air District must continuously monitor its progress in implementing these attainment plans and 

must periodically report to CARB and the USEPA. It must also periodically revise its attainment plans to 

reflect new conditions and requirements in accordance with schedules mandated by the CAA and the 

CCAA. The following subsections provide an overview of these five plans.  

Air Quality Attainment Plan 

The CCAA requires nonattainment areas to achieve and maintain the state ambient air quality standards 

by the earliest practicable date and requires local air districts to develop plans for attaining the state 

ozone, CO, SO2, and NO2 standards. In compliance with the CCAA, the Air District collaborated with 

other air pollution control districts in the Air Basin to prepare and submit the 1991 Air Quality 

Attainment Plan. 

The CCAA also requires triennial assessments to report the extent of air quality improvement and the 

amounts of emission reductions achieved from control measures for the preceding three-year period. The 

Air District Board of Directors adopted the most recent TPR in 2010. The report identifies all feasible 

measures the Air District planned to study or adopt over the next three years. The report also describes 

historical trends in air quality, updates emissions inventories, and evaluates the Air District's 

implementation of air pollution control measures.  
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Sacramento Regional Clean Air Plan 

The Clean Air Plan was adopted in 1994 in compliance with the 1990 Amendments to the federal CAA, 

which was developed cooperatively with all the districts in the Sacramento Region (El Dorado Air 

Pollution Control District, Feather River Air Quality Management District, Air District, Sacramento 

Metropolitan Air Quality Management District, and Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management District). The 

region could not show that it would meet federal 1-hour ozone standard by 1999; therefore, the deadline 

was extended to 2005 and the region accepted a designation of severe nonattainment for the federal 

1-hour ozone standard, with additional emission requirements on stationary sources. As a severe 

nonattainment area, the Sacramento Region is required to submit a rate-of-progress milestone evaluation 

report. The 1999 and 2002 Milestone Reports include compliance demonstrations that the milestone 

requirement has been met for the Sacramento nonattainment area.  

The federal CAA requires the region’s transportation plan to conform to the region’s ozone standards. 

Regions with a SIP must analyze the emissions anticipated from transportation plans and transportation 

improvement programs and ensure that they remain within the SIP’s emissions, which is called 

“demonstrating conformity” with the federal CAA. Regions with a SIP have a “motor vehicle emissions 

budget” tied to the SIP. Transportation planners must analyze the emissions anticipated from 

transportation plans and transportation improvement programs and ensure that they remain within the 

SIP’s emissions budget (demonstrating conformity). A conformity lapse for the Sacramento region began 

October 4, 2004, and an expedited new Clean Air Plan was prepared. The following subsection describes 

the Clean Air Plan update and plans to meet the 8-hour ozone standard, which the USEPA promulgated 

in 1997. 

Sacramento Region Clean Air Plan Update/Sacramento Regional Nonattainment Area 8-Hour Ozone 

Rate-of-Progress Plan 

The Sacramento Region Clean Air Plan Update/Sacramento Regional Nonattainment Area 8-Hour Ozone Rate-of-

Progress Plan (8-Hour Ozone Plan) updates the region’s Clean Air Plan to address the conformity lapse 

through updates to the emission inventory and establish new motor vehicle emission budgets. In 

addition to updating the Clean Air Plan, this Plan also fulfills the federal 8-hour ozone requirements for 

the 2002–2008 Rate-of-Progress Plan for the Sacramento regional nonattainment area.  

In July 1997, USEPA promulgated a new 8-hour standard for ozone. Key aspects of the 8-hour ozone rule 

are the new designations and nonattainment classifications and the revocation of the 1-hour ozone 

standard in June 2005. However, the new rule also addresses anti-backsliding provisions in the federal 

CAA, so 8-hour ozone nonattainment areas remain subject to control measure commitments that applied 

under the 1-hour ozone standard. The Sacramento region was designated as a serious nonattainment area 

for the federal 8-hour ozone standard with an attainment deadline of June 2013. The 8-Hour Ozone Plan 

addresses how the region will meet the federal 8-hour ozone standard by this attainment deadline.  
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Sacramento Regional 8-Hour Ozone Attainment and Reasonable Further Progress Plan  

The 2009 Sacramento Regional 8-Hour Ozone Attainment and Reasonable Further Progress Plan was adopted 

on December 19, 2008 but has not been approved by the USEPA. The Sacramento region was classified by 

the USEPA as a serious nonattainment area on June 15, 2004, for the federal 8-hour ozone standard with 

an attainment deadline of June 15, 2013. However, since the Sacramento region needs to rely on the 

longer-term emission reduction strategies from state and federal mobile source control programs, the 

2013 attainment date cannot be met. Consequently, on February 14, 2008, CARB, on behalf of the air 

districts in the Sacramento region, submitted a letter to USEPA requesting a voluntary reclassification 

(bump-up) of the Sacramento federal nonattainment area from a serious to a severe-15 8-hour ozone 

nonattainment area with an extended attainment deadline of June 15, 2019.1 The USEPA approved the 

reclassification request on April 15, 2010. The 8-Hour Ozone Attainment Plan includes the information 

and analyses to fulfill the federal CAA requirements for demonstrating reasonable further progress and 

attainment of the 1997 8-hour ozone National Ambient Air Quality Standards for the Sacramento region. 

The Plan also contains a Reasonable Further Progress (RFP) demonstration. The RFP demonstration 

shows that existing local, state, and federal controls are sufficient for the Sacramento Metropolitan Area 

to achieve the required minimum 3 percent per year reduction in ozone-precursor emissions. This RFP 

also sets the new transportation conformity budget for the Sacramento metropolitan transportation plan 

area. 

Placer County Air Pollution Control District Rules and Regulations 

The Placer County Air Pollution Control District’s (“PCAPCD’s” or “Air District’s”) primary means of 

implementing its attainment plans is through its adopted rules and regulations. The Proposed Action 

would be subject to the following rules adopted by the Air District that are designed to reduce and 

control pollutant emissions throughout the Air Basin.  

 Rule 202 (Visible Emissions): A person shall not discharge into the atmosphere from any single 

source of emission whatsoever any air contaminant for a period or periods aggregating more 

than three (3) minutes in any one (1) hour which is:  

 As dark or darker in shade as that designated as No. 1 on the Ringelmann Chart, as 

published by the United States Bureau of Mines, or  

 Of such opacity as to obscure an observer's view to a degree equal to or greater than does 

smoke described in Subsection (A) above. 

 Rule 205 (Nuisance): A person shall not discharge from any source whatsoever such quantities of 

air contaminants or other material which cause injury, detriment, nuisance or annoyance to any 

considerable number of persons or to the public, or which endanger the comfort, repose, health 

or safety of any such persons or the public, or which cause to have a natural tendency to cause 

injury or damage to business or property. 

                                                        
1  In order to attain by June 15th, the prior year’s ozone season would need to be in attainment, making 2018 the 

attainment demonstration analysis year. 
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 Rule 217 (Cutback and Emulsified Asphalt Paving Materials): A person shall not manufacture 

for sale nor use for paving, road construction or road maintenance any: rapid cure cutback 

asphalt; slow cure cutback asphalt containing organic compounds which evaporate at 500 °F or 

lower as determined by current American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) Method 

D402; medium cure cutback asphalt except as provided in Section 1.2; or emulsified asphalt 

containing organic compounds which evaporate at 500 °F or lower as determined by current 

ASTM Method D244, in excess of 3 percent by volume. 

 Rule 218 (Application of Architectural Coatings): No person shall manufacture, blend, or 

repackage for sale within the Air District; supply, sell, or offer for sale within Air District; or 

solicit for application or apply within the Air District, any architectural coating with a volatile 

organic carbon (VOC) content in excess of the corresponding specified manufacturer’s maximum 

recommendation. 

 Rule 225 (Wood Burning Appliances): No person shall sell or supply new wood burning 

appliances unless it is a USEPA phase II Certified wood burning appliance, pellet-fueled wood 

burning heater, masonry heater, or determined to meet the USEPA standard for particulate 

matter emissions standards. 

 Rule 228 (Fugitive Dust): 

 Visible Emissions Not Allowed Beyond the Boundary Line: A person shall not cause or allow 

the emissions of fugitive dust from any active operation, open storage pile, or disturbed 

surface area (including disturbance as a result of the raising and/or keeping of animals or by 

vehicle use), such that the presence of such dust remains visible in the atmosphere beyond 

the boundary line of the emission source. 

 Visible Emissions from Active Operations: In addition to the requirements of Rule 202, 

Visible Emissions, a person shall not cause or allow fugitive dust generated by active 

operations, an open storage pile, or a disturbed surface area, such that the fugitive dust is of 

such opacity as to obscure an observer's view to a degree equal to or greater than does smoke 

as dark or darker in shade as that designated as number 2 on the Ringelmann Chart, as 

published by the United States Bureau of Mines. 

 Concentration Limit: A person shall not cause or allow PM10 levels to exceed 50 micrograms 

per cubic meter (μg/m3) (24-hour average) when determined, by simultaneous sampling, as 

the difference between upwind and downwind samples collected on high-volume particulate 

matter samplers or other USEPA-approved equivalent method for PM10 monitoring. 

 Track-Out onto Paved Public Roadways: Visible roadway dust as a result of active 

operations, spillage from transport trucks, and the track-out of bulk material onto public 

paved roadways shall be minimized and removed. 

 The track-out of bulk material onto public paved roadways as a result of operations, or 

erosion, shall be minimized by the use of track-out and erosion control, minimization, 

and preventative measures, and removed within 1 hour from adjacent streets such 

material anytime track-out extends for a cumulative distance of greater than 50 feet onto 

any paved public road during active operations. 

 All visible roadway dust tracked-out upon public paved roadways as a result of active 

operations shall be removed at the conclusion of each work day when active operations 

cease, or every 24 hours for continuous operations. Wet sweeping or a High Efficiency 

Particulate Air filter equipped vacuum device shall be used for roadway dust removal. 
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 Any material tracked-out, or carried by erosion, and clean-up water, shall be prevented 

from entering waterways or storm water inlets as required to comply water quality 

control requirements. 

 Minimum Dust Control Requirements: The following dust mitigation measures are to be 

initiated at the start and maintained throughout the duration of the construction or grading 

activity, including any construction or grading for road construction or maintenance. 

 Unpaved areas subject to vehicle traffic must be stabilized by being kept wet, treated 

with a chemical dust suppressant, or covered. 

 The speed of any vehicles and equipment traveling across unpaved areas must be no 

more than 15 miles per hour unless the road surface and surrounding area is sufficiently 

stabilized to prevent vehicles and equipment traveling more than 15 miles per hour from 

emitting dust exceeding Ringelmann 2 or visible emissions from crossing the project 

boundary line. 

 Storage piles and disturbed areas not subject to vehicular traffic must be stabilized by 

being kept wet, treated with a chemical dust suppressant, or covered when material is 

not being added to or removed from the pile.  

 Prior to any ground disturbance, including grading, excavating, and land clearing, 

sufficient water must be applied to the area to be disturbed to prevent emitting dust 

exceeding Ringelmann 2 and to minimize visible emissions from crossing the boundary 

line. 

 Construction vehicles leaving the site shall be cleaned to prevent dust, silt, mud, and dirt, 

from being released or tracked off-site. 

 When wind speeds are high enough to result in dust emissions crossing the boundary 

line, despite the application of dust mitigation measures, grading and earthmoving 

operations shall be suspended. 

 No trucks are allowed to transport excavated material off-site unless the trucks are 

maintained such that no spillage can occur from holes or other openings in cargo 

compartments, and loads are either covered with tarps; or wetted and loaded such that 

the material does not touch the front, back, or sides of the cargo compartment at any 

point less than 6 inches from the top and that no point of the load extends above the top 

of the cargo compartment. 

 Wind-Driven Fugitive Dust Control: A person shall take action(s), such as surface 

stabilization, establishment of a vegetative cover, or paving, to minimize wind-driven dust 

from inactive disturbed surface areas. 

 Rule 501 (General Permit Requirement): Any person operating an article, machine, equipment 

or other contrivance, the use of which may cause, eliminate, reduce, or control the issuance of air 

contaminants, shall first obtain a written permit from the Air Pollution Control Officer. Stationary 

sources subject to the requirements of Rule 507, Federal Operating Permit Program, must also 

obtain a Title V permit pursuant to the requirements and procedures of that rule. 

 Rule 508 (General Conformity): The conditions of the Code of Federal Regulations, Title 40, 

Chapter I, Subchapter C, Parts 6 and 51 in effect January 31, 1994, are made part of the Rules and 

Regulations of the Placer County Air Pollution Control District. 
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 Rule 509 (Traffic Conformity): The conditions of the Code of Federal Regulations, Title 40, 

Chapter I, Part 51, Subpart T, Sections 51.392 - 51.400, 51404, 51,410 - 51.450, 51.460, and 51.462, in 

effect December 27, 1993, are made part of the Rules and Regulations of the Placer County Air 

Pollution Control District. 

City of Roseville 

The City of Roseville has included an Air Quality Element within its General Plan, with the following 

goals and policies: 

Goal 1: Improve Roseville’s air quality by: a) Achieving and maintaining ambient air quality 

standards established by the USEPA and CARB; and b) Minimizing public exposure to 

toxic or hazardous air pollutants and any pollutants that create a public nuisance though 

irritation to the senses (such as unpleasant odors). 

Goal 2: Integrate air quality planning with the land use and transportation planning process. 

Goal 3: Encourage the coordination and integration of all forms of public transport while 

reducing motor vehicle emissions through a decrease in the average daily trips and 

vehicle miles traveled and by increasing the commute vehicle occupancy rate by 50 

percent to 1.5 or more persons per vehicle. 

Goal 4: Increase the capacity of the transportation system, including the roadway system and 

alternate modes of transportation. 

Goal 5: Provide adequate pedestrian and bikeway facilities for present and future transportation 

needs. 

Goal 6: Promote a well-designed and efficient light rail and transit system. 

Goal 7: While recognizing that the automobile is the primary form of transportation, the City of 

Roseville should make a commitment to shift from the automobile to other modes of 

transportation. 

Policy 1: Cooperate with other agencies to develop a consistent and effective approach to air 

pollution planning. 

Policy 2: Work with the Air District to monitor all air pollutants of concern on a continuous basis. 

Policy 3: Develop consistent and accurate procedures for evaluating the air quality impacts of new 

projects. 

Policy 4: As part of the development review process, develop mitigation measures to minimize 

stationary and area source emissions. 

Policy 5: Develop transportation systems that minimize vehicle delay and air pollution. 

Policy 6: Develop consistent and accurate procedures for mitigating transportation emissions from 

new and existing projects. 

Policy 7: Encourage alternative modes of transportation including pedestrian, bicycle, and transit. 
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Policy 8: Separate air pollution-sensitive land uses from sources of air pollution. 

Policy 9: Encourage land use policies that maintain and improve air quality. 

Policy 10: Conserve energy and reduce air emissions by encouraging energy efficient building 

designs and transportation systems. 

3.3.4 SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS AND ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY 

3.3.4.1 Significance Thresholds 

The Air District has adopted thresholds to meet its obligations under both the CAA and the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). In accordance with guidance from the Council on Environmental 

Quality (40 CFR § 1506.2), the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) considers local standards when 

determining the significance of the impacts of a proposed action. Therefore, the USACE has used the 

thresholds developed by the local Air District to evaluate the impacts of the Proposed Action and its 

alternatives on air quality. 

Criteria Pollutants 

The Air District thresholds presented below in Table 3.3-4, Placer County Air Pollution Control District 

Significance Thresholds, are for both construction and operation. If the emission rates of a particular 

pollutant associated with a proposed project are above these thresholds, the project is judged to 

potentially have a significant impact on air quality.2 

 

Table 3.3-4 

Placer County Air Pollution Control District Significance Thresholds 

 

Pollutant Threshold (lbs per day) 

ROG 82 

NOx 82 

PM10 82 

CO 550 

    

Source: Placer County APCD 2010 

 

                                                        
2 The PCAPCD has developed the approach to the assessment of air quality impacts which is based on mass 

emissions of pollutants and does not require the estimation of pollutant concentrations. The air district (like all 

other air districts in the state) has developed thresholds of significance that are in pounds per day (or tons per 

year) that can be used to measure a project’s impact on regional air quality. Significance thresholds produced by 

the air districts are designed to ensure compliance with both NAAQS and CAAQS. The air districts use this 

approach because pollutants released at one point may be transported throughout the air basin, or even into 

neighboring air basins. Consequently, the focus of air districts in attaining ambient air standards is on overall 

basin-wide emissions. The most efficient way to protect regional air quality is to restrict emissions on a mass 

basis, and therefore guidelines developed by the air districts include significance thresholds using pounds per 

day as the preferred measure. This is discussed in the Placer County APCD CEQA guidelines (PCAPCD 2012).  
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Toxic Air Contaminants and Odors 

The local Air District does not provide quantitative thresholds for evaluating potential effects associated 

with toxic air contaminants and odors. However, it provides guidelines as to how those impacts should 

be evaluated. The Air District recommends the preparation of a human health risk assessment to evaluate 

whether a project would expose receptors to excessive TAC emissions. With respect to odors, the Air 

District recommends the evaluation of impacts based on distance between the odor source and the 

receptors. 

Carbon Monoxide  

With respect to CO hot spots, the Air District guidelines recommend screening as a first step to determine 

whether CO hot spots could result from project traffic and in the event that the screening suggests that 

might be the case, the guidelines recommend CO modeling to estimate CO concentrations which can then 

be compared to the state CO standard for evaluation of the significance of the impact.  

Cumulative Impacts 

The contribution of the Proposed Action or an alternative to a cumulative impact would be considered 

significant if the Proposed Action or an alternative would: 

 Result in substantial unmitigated emissions of air pollutants (ozone, PM10, and PM2.5) for which 

the Air Basin is in nonattainment. 

3.3.4.2 Analysis Methodology 

This analysis is based primarily on a technical study, the Westbrook Amendment to the Sierra Vista 

Specific Plan Air Quality and Climate Change Analysis prepared by Ascent Environmental in support of 

the Westbrook Project Initial Study. The technical study is included in Appendix 3.3. The study was 

independently reviewed by the USACE, and was found to be accurate in its analytical approach and 

results. The methodology used in the technical study is summarized below. 

The study used the URBEMIS2007 Environmental Management Software version 9.2.4 to estimate 

construction emissions and operational emissions from area and mobile sources associated with the 

Proposed Action. Construction was assumed to occur over a period of 11 years, beginning in 2014 and 

completing by 2025. Specific assumptions about construction equipment and scheduling are provided in 

the technical study, and included in Appendix 3.3. Mobile emissions during operation were estimated 

using default URBEMIS2007 values and trip generation rates provided by a traffic study prepared for the 

Proposed Action. Emissions from area sources were also estimated using default URBEMIS2007 values. 

These emissions are primarily associated with combustion of natural gas, operation of landscape 

maintenance equipment, and evaporative emissions from architectural coatings and consumer products. 

Localized CO impacts were analyzed using a tiered screening methodology provided by the Sacramento 

Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD). This was used since the PCAPCD does not 

provide a methodology for assessing impacts from CO concentrations and the PCAPCD and SMAQMD 

commonly work jointly on air quality guidelines and regional planning. The tiered screening 
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methodology has two tiers. The first tier consists of determining whether intersections impacted by the 

project traffic would experience a reduction in the level of service (LOS) to E or F, or if the project would 

add traffic to an intersection already operating at an LOS of E or F. The second tier has the following 

conditions: 

 The project would not result in an affected intersection experiencing more than 31,600 vehicles 

per hour; 

 The project would not contribute traffic to a tunnel, parking garage, bridge underpass, urban 

street canyon, or below-grade roadway; or other locations where horizontal or vertical mixing of 

air would be substantially limited; and  

 The mix of vehicle types at the intersection is not anticipated to be substantially different from 

the County average. 

Impacts due to exposure to TACs are generally assessed using a Health Risk Assessment (HRA), which 

quantifies the risk of chronic and acute health impacts, including cancer. This process requires modeling 

with precise information regarding specific sources and TACs as well as receptor data. As this 

information is made available, an HRA may be performed for the Proposed Action or components of the 

action. However, this level of detail is not available to date, so an HRA was not conducted for the 

Proposed Action and the impacts from TACs were analyzed qualitatively. This was done by identifying 

sensitive receptors such as schools and residences and comparing their location with either existing or 

potential sources of TACs, taking into consideration wind patterns in the area. Sources considered 

include industrial sites, commercial zones, freeways, and other major roadways.  

Potential odor impacts were also analyzed qualitatively, examining the relative positions of existing and 

potential odor sources with receptors in the context of prevailing wind patterns. 

Construction and operation emissions for the alternatives were estimated using assumptions about the 

main sources of emissions. For construction, emissions were assumed to be proportional to acreage under 

development. Construction emissions for the Proposed Action were multiplied by the ratio of the 

footprint of each alternative to the Proposed Action. For operations, emissions were assumed to be 

proportional to the number of residences and the square footage of non-residential buildings. Operational 

emissions were obtained by multiplying the operational emissions of the Proposed Action by the ratio of 

the number of residences included in the alternative to the number under the Proposed Action and by the 

ratio of the square footage of non-residential buildings included in the alternative to the square footage 

under the Proposed Action. These two values were then averaged to obtain a final estimate of emissions 

from operation of development under each alternative. This is a reasonable method to estimate emissions 

for the alternatives as the URBEMIS2007 model estimates emissions based on the size of a project 

(number and types of dwelling units and building square footage of non-residential space). 



 3.3 Air Quality 

Impact Sciences, Inc. 3.3-19 Westbrook Draft EIS 

USACE #200500938  May 2013 

3.3.5 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact AQ-1 Emissions Associated with Construction 

No Action 

Alt. 

Construction of the No Action Alternative would generate emissions of ROG, NOx, and 

PM10 that would exceed significance thresholds and therefore would result in a 

significant direct effect on air quality in the Air Basin. Mitigation would reduce 

emissions, but not to less than significant. A residual significant effect would remain 

after mitigation. No indirect effects would occur. 

Construction-related emissions can be distinguished as either on-site or off-site. On-site 

emissions generated during construction principally consist of exhaust emissions (NOX, 

sulfur oxides (SOX), CO, ROG, PM10, and PM2.5) from the operation of heavy-duty 

construction equipment, fugitive dust (PM10) from excavation and grading, and ROG 

emissions from asphaltic paving and painting. Off-Site emissions during the construction 

phase normally consist of exhaust emissions and entrained paved road dust (PM10 and 

PM2.5) from worker commute trips, material delivery trips, and haul truck trips to and 

from the construction site.  

Construction activities associated with the No Action Alternative would occur over a 

number of years, with portions of the area being developed in phases. However, the 

exact timing and duration of these phases is not currently known as they will be 

determined by market conditions and other factors that are unpredictable over the course 

of development. The shortest period over which construction of the full No Action 

Alternative would occur is assumed to be 11 years, from 2014 to 2025. Depending on 

conditions, construction may be delayed or reduced so that the year of full buildout 

could be well past 2025. Since emissions rates for construction are evaluated on a 

maximum rate per day, any extension of the construction schedule would result in 

emissions that are the same or less than the shortest schedule. Construction emissions are 

roughly proportional to the land area to be graded as well as the total building area. 

Consequently, construction emissions for the No Action Alternative (and all other 

alternatives) were calculated as a ratio of the emissions for the Proposed Action. This 

ratio was developed by comparing the graded area and building space to be developed 

under the Proposed Action to the graded area and building space under the No Action 

Alternative. The estimated construction emissions of criteria pollutants are shown in 

Table 3.3-5, Estimated Unmitigated Construction Emissions – Proposed Action and 

Alternatives. In the interest of brevity, only the maximum emissions in any construction 

year are shown in the table. 

As construction emissions of ROG and PM10 for the No Action Alternative are above 

significance thresholds, the No Action Alternative would result in a significant effect on 

air quality in the Air Basin. 
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 Implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-1 would reduce air quality effects due to 

construction. This measure is the same as Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 in the Sierra Vista 

Specific Plan EIR. The USACE assumes that the City would impose the same mitigation 

measure on the No Action Alternative to mitigate the impact from construction 

emissions. The estimated emissions from construction after mitigation are shown in 

Table 3.3-6, Estimated Mitigated Construction Emissions – Proposed Action and 

Alternatives. After mitigation, emissions of PM10 (and PM2.5) would be greatly reduced. 

While mitigation would also reduce ROG emissions, it is difficult to quantify the actual 

reductions. Further, given the magnitude by which the unmitigated emissions exceed the 

significance thresholds, the USACE considers it unlikely that the reductions would be 

sufficient to reduce ROG emissions below significance thresholds. ROG emissions are 

therefore conservatively assumed to remain effectively constant and above significance 

thresholds. Based on the analysis in this EIS, the USACE finds that a residual significant 

effect on air quality would remain after mitigation. No indirect effects would occur. 

 

Table 3.3-5 

Estimated Unmitigated Construction Emissions – Proposed Action and Alternatives 

 

Maximum Emissions in Any 

Construction Year 

Emissions in Pounds per Day 

ROG NOX CO SOX PM10 PM2.5 

Proposed Action 156 35 64 -- 133 29 

Alternative 1 150.2 33.7 61.6 -- 128.1 27.9 

Alternative 2 150.2 33.7 61.6 -- 128.1 27.9 

Alternative 3 148.8 33.4 61.0 -- 126.8 27.7 

Alternative 4 100.9 22.6 41.4 -- 86.0 18.8 

Alternative 5 90.2 20.2 37.0 -- 76.9 16.8 

Alternative 6 (Off-Site) 220.7 49.5 90.5 -- 188.1 41.0 

No Action 120.0 26.9 49.2 -- 102.3 22.3 

Significance Threshold 82 82 550 -- 82 -- 

    

Source: Ascent Environmental 2012; Impact Sciences, Inc. Emissions calculations are provided in Appendix 3.3. 
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Table 3.3-6 

Estimated Mitigated Construction Emissions – Proposed Action and Alternatives 

 

Alternative 

Maximum Emissions in Any Year, in Pounds per Day 

ROG NOX CO SOX PM10 PM2.5 

Proposed Action 156 30 64 -- 34 9 

Alternative 1 150.2 28.9 61.6 -- 32.7 8.7 

Alternative 2 150.2 28.9 61.6 -- 32.7 8.7 

Alternative 3 148.8 28.6 61.0 -- 32.4 8.6 

Alternative 4 100.9 19.4 41.4 -- 22.0 5.8 

Alternative 5 90.2 17.3 37.0 -- 19.7 5.2 

Alternative 6 (Off-Site) 220.7 42.4 90.5 -- 48.1 12.7 

No Action 120.0 23.1 49.2 -- 26.2 6.9 

Significance Threshold 82 82 550 -- 82 -- 

    

Source: Ascent Environmental 2012; Impact Sciences, Inc. Emissions calculations are provided in Appendix 3.3. 

 

Proposed 

Action, All 

Alts. 

Construction of the Proposed Action and all of the alternatives would generate emissions 

of ROG and PM10 that would exceed significance thresholds. Only Alternative 5 would 

result in emissions that would not exceed PM10 significance thresholds. These emissions 

therefore would result in a significant direct effect on air quality in the Air Basin. 

Mitigation would reduce emissions, but not below the significance thresholds. A residual 

significant effect would remain after mitigation. No indirect effects would occur. 

The estimated construction emissions rates for the Proposed Action and each alternative 

are shown in Table 3.3-5. As shown in the table, construction emissions under the 

Proposed Action and all alternatives would exceed significance thresholds for ROG. 

Emissions of PM10 under the Proposed Action and all alternatives except Alternative 5 

would exceed the significance threshold. This represents a significant effect on air 

quality in the Air Basin.  

Mitigation Measure AQ-1 would reduce the construction emissions under each 

alternative, as shown in Table 3.3-6. As noted above, this measure is the same as 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 in the Sierra Vista Specific Plan EIR and was adopted by the 

City of Roseville at the time of its approval of the Westbrook project and will be enforced 

by the City. The USACE assumes that the City of Roseville would impose the same 

mitigation measure on all of the alternatives to address this effect. As with the No Action 

Alternative, after mitigation, emissions of PM10 (and PM2.5) would be greatly reduced. 

However, emissions of ROG would remain above significance thresholds. While 

mitigation would reduce ROG emissions, it is difficult to quantify the actual reductions. 

Further, given the magnitude by which the unmitigated emissions exceed the 

significance thresholds, the USACE considers it unlikely that the reductions would be 
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sufficient to reduce ROG emissions below significance thresholds. ROG emissions are 

therefore conservatively assumed to remain effectively constant and above significance 

thresholds. For these reasons, Mitigation Measure AQ-1 would not reduce the effect to 

less than significant. The USACE finds that a residual significant direct effect would 

remain after mitigation. No indirect effects would occur. 

Mitigation Measure AQ-1: Dust and Construction Control Measures  

(Applicability – No Action, Proposed Action, and All 

Alternatives) 

In accordance with the Placer County Air Pollution Control District (PCAPCD), the Applicant shall comply with 

all applicable rules and regulations as listed above (e.g., Rule 202, 218 and 228). In addition, prior to the approval of 

a discretionary permit, the Applicant shall implement the following measures unless superseded by state or other 

more stringent standards: 

The following mitigation measures shall be implemented to reduce short-term construction-related air quality 

impacts. In addition, dust control measures are required to be implemented by all projects in accordance with the 

City of Roseville Grading Ordinance, and the PCAPCD Fugitive Dust Rule 228. 

 Applicant shall submit to PCAPCD a Construction Emission/Dust Control Plan within 30 days prior to 

groundbreaking. The Applicant shall provide evidence that a plan was submitted to PCAPCD to the City. 

If the PCAPCD does not respond within 20 days, the plan shall be considered approved. The plan must 

address the minimum requirements found in section 300 and 400 of District Rule 228, Fugitive Dust 

(www.placer.ca.gov/airpollution/airpolut.htm). The Applicant shall keep a hard or electronic copy of Rule 

228, Fugitive Dust on-site for reference. 

 The Construction Emission/Dust Control Plan shall include a comprehensive inventory (i.e., make, model, 

year, emission rating) of all heavy-duty off-road equipment (50 horsepower (HP) of greater) that will be 

used an aggregate of 40 or more hours for the construction project. The project representative shall provide 

PCAPCD with the anticipated construction timeline including start date, and name and phone number of 

the project manager and on-site foreman. The plan shall demonstrate that the heavy-duty (> 50 HP) off-

road vehicles to be used in the construction project, including owned, leased and subcontractor vehicles, 

will achieve a project wide fleet-average 20 percent NOx reduction and 45 percent particulate reduction 

compared to the most recent ARB fleet average. PCAPCD shall be contacted for average fleet emission data. 

Acceptable options for reducing emissions may include use of late model engines, low-emission diesel 

products, alternative fuels, engine retrofit technology, after-treatment products, and/or other options as 

they become available. Contractors can access the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management 

District’s web site to determine if their off-road fleet meets the requirements listed in this measure. 

(http://www.airquality.org/ceqa/Construction_Mitigation_Calculator.xls) 

The following measures are also included to reduce construction-related ROG, NOx, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions: 

 All construction equipment shall be maintained in good operating condition. Contractor shall ensure that 

all construction equipment is being properly serviced and maintained as per the manufacturer’s 

specifications. Maintenance records shall be available at the construction site for verification. This measure 

will reduce combustion emissions of all criteria air pollutants. 

 Prior to the issuance of any grading permits, the Applicant shall submit construction plans denoting the 

proposed schedule and projected equipment use. Construction contractors shall provide evidence that low 
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emission mobile construction will be used, or that their use was investigated and found to be infeasible for 

the project. Low emission equipment is defined as meeting the California Air Resources Board’s Tier III 

standards. Contractors shall also conform to any construction measures imposed by the PCAPCD as well 

as City Planning Staff. This measure will primarily reduce ROG, NOx, PM10, and PM2.5 exhaust 

emissions. 

 Paints and coating shall be applied either by hand or by high volume, low-pressure spray. This measure 

will reduce evaporative ROG emissions. 

 All construction shall comply with the following measures to reduce fugitive dust related emissions of 

PM10 and PM2.5: 

 Maintain a minimum 24-inch freeboard on soil haul trucks or cover payloads using tarps or other 

suitable means. 

 Suspend grading operations during high winds (greater than 15 mph). 

 Sweep streets as necessary if silt is carried off-site to adjacent public thoroughfares or occurs as a result 

of hauling. 

 Dispose of surplus excavated material in accordance with local ordinances and use sound engineering 

practices. 

 Schedule activities to minimize the amounts of exposed excavated soil during and after the end of work 

periods. 

 Phase grading into smaller areas to prevent the susceptibility of larger areas to erosion over extended 

periods of time. 

 Pave or apply gravel to any on-site haul roads. 

 Reestablish ground cover on the construction site through seeding and water. 

 Clean earth moving construction equipment with water or sweep clean, once per day, or as necessary 

(e.g., when moving on-site), consistent with National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Best 

Management Practices and the Roseville Grading Ordinance. Water shall be applied to control dust as 

needed to prevent dust impacts off-site. Operational water truck(s) shall be on-site, as required, to 

control fugitive dust. Construction vehicles leaving the site shall be cleaned, as needed, to prevent 

dust, silt, mud, and dirt from being released or tracked off-site. 

 Spread soil binders on unpaved roads and employee/equipment parking areas. Soil binders shall be 

non-toxic in accordance with state and local regulations. Apply approved chemical soil stabilizers, or 

vegetated mats, etc. according to manufacturers’ specifications, to all-inactive construction areas 

(previously graded areas which remain inactive for 96 hours). 

 Minimize diesel idling time to a maximum of 5 minutes. 

 Utilize existing power sources (e.g., power poles) or clean fuel generators rather than temporary diesel 

power generators, if feasible. 

 An Applicant representative, ARB-certified to perform Visible Emissions Evaluations (VEE), shall 

routinely (i.e., once per week) evaluate project related off-road and heavy-duty on-road equipment 

emissions for compliance with this requirement for projects grading more than 20 acres in size, 

regardless of how many acres are to be disturbed daily. 
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 Construction equipment exhaust emissions shall not exceed the PCAPCD Visible Emissions Rule 202. 

Fugitive dust is not to exceed 40 percent opacity and not go beyond property boundary at any time. 

Operators of vehicles and equipment found to exceed opacity limits are to be immediately notified and 

the equipment must be repaired within 72 hours. 

The City of Roseville is currently working with the Placer County Pollution Control District to update the standard 

mitigation measures. The following measures will likely be required at the time specific development is proposed. 

1a. Prior to approval of Grading/plans the Applicant shall submit a Construction Emission/Dust Control Plan 

to the Placer County APCD. The plan must be submitted by certified mail, or receive a date stamp or other 

submittal proof. This plan must address the minimum Administrative Requirements found in section 300 

and 400 of APCD Rule 228, Fugitive Dust. The Applicant shall not break ground prior to receiving APCD 

approval of the Construction Emission/Dust Control Plan. If the Applicant has submittal proof of 

submittal and no response is received from the District within 20 working days the plan shall be deemed 

complete, and construction may begin. 

1b.  Include the following standard note on the Improvement/Grading Plan: The prime contractor shall submit 

to the District a comprehensive inventory (i.e., make, model, year, emission rating) of all the heavy-duty 

off-road equipment (50 horsepower of greater) that will be used an aggregate of 40 or more hours for the 

construction project. If any new equipment is added after submission of the inventory, the prime contractor 

shall contact the APCD prior to the new equipment being utilized. At least three business days prior to the 

use of subject heavy-duty off-road equipment, the project representative shall provide the District with the 

anticipated construction timeline including start date, and name and phone number of the property owner, 

project manager, and on-site foreman. 

1c.  Prior to approval of Grading/Improvement Plans, the Applicant shall provide a plan to the Placer County 

APCD for approval by the District demonstrating that the heavy-duty (> 50 horsepower) off-road vehicles 

to be used in the construction project, including owned, leased and subcontractor vehicles, will achieve a 

project wide fleet-average 20 percent NOx reduction and 45 percent particulate reduction compared to the 

most recent CARB fleet average. Acceptable options for reducing emissions may include use of late model 

engines, low-emission diesel products, alternative fuels, engine retrofit technology, after-treatment 

products, and/or other options as they become available. 

2.  Include the following standard note on the Improvement/Grading Plan: If required by the Public Works 

Department, the contractor shall hold a preconstruction meeting prior to grading activities. The contractor 

shall invite the Placer County APCD to the pre-construction meeting in order to discuss the construction 

emission/dust control plan with employees and/or contractors. 

3.  Prior to building permit approval, the Applicant shall show, on the plans submitted to the Building 

Department, that electrical outlets shall be installed on the exterior walls of both the front and back of all 

residences or all commercial buildings to promote the use of electric landscape maintenance equipment. 

4.  Prior to building permit approval, the Applicant shall show, on the plans submitted to the Building 

Department, provisions for construction of new residences, and where natural gas is available, the 

installation of a gas outlet for use with outdoor cooking appliances, such as a gas barbecue or outdoor 

recreational fire pits. 

5.  Prior to building permit approval, in accordance with District Rule 225, only USEPA Phase II certified 

wood burning devices shall be allowed in single-family residences. The emission potential from each 

residence shall not exceed a cumulative total of 7.5 grams per hour for all devices. Masonry fireplaces shall 

have either an EPA certified Phase II wood burning device or shall be a U.L. Listed Decorative Gas 

Appliance. (Rule 225) 
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6.  Wood burning or Pellet appliances shall not be permitted in multi-family developments. Only natural gas 

or propane fired fireplace appliances are permitted. These appliances shall be clearly delineated on the Floor 

Plans submitted in conjunction with the Building Permit application. (Rule 225/section 302.2) 

7.  Prior to the issuance of a Building Permit, the Applicant shall show that all flat roofs with parapets shall 

include a white or silver cap sheet to reduce energy demands. 

8.  Diesel trucks shall be prohibited from idling more than 5 minutes. Prior to the issuance of a Building 

Permit, the Applicant shall show that all truck loading and unloading docks shall be equipped with one 

110/208 volt power outlet for every two dock doors. Diesel Trucks idling for more than 5 minutes shall be 

required to connect to the 110/208 volt power to run any auxiliary equipment. 2-foot x 3-foot signage 

which indicates “Diesel engine Idling Limited to a Maximum of 5 Minutes” shall be shown on the building 

elevations and shall be submitted to the Placer County APCD prior to the issuance of Building Permits for 

the project. 

9. Prior to approval of Improvement Plans, an enforcement plan shall be established, and submitted to the 

APCD for review, in order to evaluate project-related on-and-off- road heavy-duty vehicle engine emission 

opacities on a weekly basis, using standards as defined in California Code of Regulations, Title 13, Sections 

2180–2194. An Environmental Coordinator, hired by the prime contractor or property owner, and who is 

CARB-certified to perform Visible Emissions Evaluations (VEE), shall routinely evaluate project related 

off-road and heavy duty on-road equipment emissions for compliance with this requirement. Operators of 

vehicles and equipment found to exceed opacity limits will be notified by APCD and the equipment must be 

repaired within 72 hours. (California Code of Regulations, Title 13, Sections 2180–2194). 

PCAPCD Rules (Existing District requirements to be added as construction notes or referenced in conditions of 

approval) 

New Standard Condition of Approval (for all projects): The project shall comply with all applicable Placer 

County Air Pollution Control District rules and regulations, and shall obtain applicable permits and/or clearances 

from the District prior to the start of construction. 

The following air quality notes shall be added to the grading and/or improvement plans: 

 The contractor shall use CARB ultra low sulfur diesel fuel for all diesel– powered equipment. In addition, 

low sulfur fuel shall be utilized for all stationary equipment. (California Standards for Motor Vehicle 

Diesel Fuel, title 13, article 4.8, chapter 9, California Code of Regulations). 

 Processes that discharge 2 pounds per day or more of air contaminants, as defined by Health and Safety 

Code Section 39013, to the atmosphere may require a permit. Permits are required for both construction 

and operation. Developers/contractors should contact the District prior to construction and obtain any 

necessary permits prior to the issuance of a Building Permit. (Rule 501) 

 Pursuant to the Placer County Air Pollution Control District Rule 501, General Permit Requirements, the 

proposed project may need a permit from the District prior to construction. In general, any engine greater 

than 50 brake horsepower or any boiler with heat greater than 1,000,000 Btu per hour shall require a 

permit issued by the District. (Rule 501) 

 All on-site stationary equipment which is classified as 50 hp or greater shall either obtain a state issued 

portable equipment permit or a Placer County APCD issued portable equipment permit. (California 

Portable Equipment Registration Program, Section 2452). 

 The contractor shall utilize existing power sources (e.g., power poles) or clean fuel generators rather than 

temporary diesel power generators if feasible. 
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 During construction, the contractor shall minimize idling time to a maximum of 5 minutes for all diesel-

powered equipment. 

 During construction, traffic speeds on all unpaved surfaces shall be limited to 15 miles per hour or less. 

(Rule 228/section 401.2) 

  

Impact AQ-2 Criteria Pollutant Emissions Associated with 

Occupancy/Operation 

No Action 

Alt. 

As explained below, at project buildout operational emissions of criteria air pollutants 

would be substantial, and in all cases well above significance thresholds recommended 

by the Air District. Emissions from operation of the No Action Alternative would 

therefore have a significant indirect effect on air quality. Mitigation would reduce 

emissions, but not to less than significant. A residual significant indirect effect would 

remain after mitigation. No direct effects would occur. 

Operational emissions would be generated by mobile and area sources as a result of 

normal day-to-day activity at the proposed development. Mobile source emissions 

would be generated by motor vehicles traveling to and from the area. Area emissions 

would be generated by the use of natural gas in space and water heating devices, the 

operation of landscape maintenance equipment, the use of consumer products, and the 

application of architectural coatings. URBEMIS2007 was used to quantify mobile source 

and area source emissions.  

The amount of development under The No Action Alternative is smaller than the 

development under the Proposed Action. Emissions from both area and mobile sources 

are proportional to the amount of development, specifically the number of residential 

units to be constructed and the total amount of commercial or other space to be built on 

the site. Consequently, emissions from the No Action Alternative were estimated by 

proportionally reducing the emission rates calculated for the Proposed Action. The 

results are shown in Table 3.3-7, Estimated Unmitigated Operational Emissions – 

Proposed Action and Alternatives at the end of this section, as well as in Figure 3.3-1, 

Estimated Unmitigated Operational Emissions and Figure 3.3-2, Estimated 

Unmitigated Carbon Monoxide Emissions. 

Emissions for the No Action Alternative are substantially over the Air District 

significance thresholds and would have a significant indirect effect on air quality in the 

area. 
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 Mitigation Measure AQ-2 would reduce emissions associated with vehicle traffic and 

energy use. This measure is the same as Mitigation Measure WMM 4.4-4 in the Sierra Vista 

Specific Plan EIR. The USACE assumes that the City of Roseville would impose the same 

mitigation measure on the No Action Alternative to address this effect. Actual reductions 

produced by mitigation are difficult to quantify, and the actual level of mitigated emissions 

are unknown. However, as the unmitigated emissions are substantially above significance 

thresholds, and depending on pollutant, substantial reductions would be required to reduce 

the emissions to levels below the applicable thresholds the USACE conservatively assumes 

that mitigation would not be sufficient to reduce emissions to below significance thresholds. 

Therefore, the USACE finds that a residual significant indirect effect would remain after 

mitigation. No direct effects would occur. 

Proposed 

Action 

Emissions from operation of the Proposed Action would likely have a significant indirect 

effect on air quality. Mitigation would reduce emissions, but not to less than significant. A 

residual significant indirect effect would remain after mitigation. No direct effects would 

occur. 

Table 3.3-8, Estimated Unmitigated Operational Emissions – Proposed Action, shows the 

future operational emissions at full buildout of the Proposed Action in 2025.  

 

Table 3.3-8 

Estimated Unmitigated Operational Emissions – Proposed Action 

 

Emissions Source 

Emissions in Pounds Per Day 

ROG NOX CO SOX PM10 PM2.5 

Mobile Sources  133.7 110.2 1,264.6 2.65 460 87.3 

Area Sources  139.8 28.6 83.4 0 0.2 0.2 

Emissions Total 273.4 138.8 1,347 2.65 460.3 87.5 

Significance Threshold 82 82 550 -- 82 -- 

    

Source: Ascent Environmental 2012 

Emissions calculations are provided in Appendix 3.3. 

Totals in table may not appear to add exactly due to rounding in the computer model calculations.  

 

 Emissions of air pollutants other than SOx and PM2.5 would be above significance 

thresholds recommended by the Air District. Emissions from operation of the Proposed 

Action would have a significant indirect effect on air quality. 

Mitigation Measure AQ-2 would reduce emissions associated with vehicle traffic and 

energy use. As noted above, this measure is the same as Mitigation Measure WMM 4.4-4 

in the Sierra Vista Specific Plan EIR and was adopted by the City of Roseville at the time 

of Westbrook project approval and will be enforced by the City. Actual reductions 

produced by mitigation are difficult to quantify, and an accurate estimate of the 
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mitigated emissions cannot be provided. However, as the unmitigated emissions are 

substantially above significance thresholds and depending on pollutant, reductions 

ranging from 160 percent to as much as 560 percent would be required to reduce the 

emissions to levels below the applicable thresholds; the USACE conservatively assumes 

that mitigation would not be sufficient to reduce emissions to below significance 

thresholds. Therefore the USACE finds that a residual significant indirect effect would 

remain after mitigation. No direct effects would occur. 

All Alts. Operational emissions of criteria air pollutants at buildout of these alternatives would be 

substantial, and in all cases well above significance thresholds recommended by the Air 

District. Emissions from operation of all of the alternatives would therefore have a 

significant indirect effect on air quality. Mitigation would reduce emissions, but not to 

less than significant. A residual significant indirect effect would remain after mitigation. 

No direct effects would occur. 

All of the alternatives were modeled as described above. The results are shown in Table 

3.3-7, Estimated Unmitigated Operational Emissions – Proposed Action and 

Alternatives at the end of this section, as well as in Figure 3.3-1, Estimated Unmitigated 

Operational Emissions and Figure 3.3-2, Estimated Unmitigated Carbon Monoxide 

Emissions. Emissions of all alternatives are substantially over the Air District 

significance thresholds and would have a significant indirect effect on air quality in the 

area. 

Mitigation Measure AQ-2 would reduce emissions associated with vehicle traffic and 

energy use. As noted above, this measure is the same as Mitigation Measure WMM 4.4-4 

in the Sierra Vista Specific Plan EIR. The USACE assumes that the City of Roseville 

would impose the same mitigation measure on all of the alternatives to address this 

effect. For the same reasons presented above for the No Action Alternative and the 

Proposed Action, the USACE finds that a residual significant indirect effect would 

remain after mitigation. No direct effects would occur. 

Mitigation Measure AQ-2: Project Measures to Reduce Operational Emissions  

(Applicability – No Action, Proposed Action, and All 

Alternatives) 

Following receipt of an application for a Tentative Map (excluding the large lot subdivision map), Design Review 

Permit, conditional use permits and/or all discretionary permits, as found to be in compliance with the 30 percent 

reduction analysis applicable for individual projects with the Specific Plan [i.e., Westbrook project], the City will 

forward an early consultation notice to the Placer County Air Pollution Control District (PCAPD). Where the 

PCAPD provides comments on a specific development proposal, the City shall consult with PCAPD and the 

developer to incorporate measures recommended by the PCAPD and agreed to by the City into the project. Where 

the PCAPD does not provide comment on a specific development proposal, the City shall incorporate measures that 

reduce vehicle emissions and operation emissions from the proposed development. This measure will be implemented 
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through project design, conditions of approval, noticing, and disclosure statements, or through the City’s plan check 

and inspection processes. This process is intended to ensure that best available and practical approaches are used to 

reduce operational emissions in specific tentative map and design review permit applications. The following is a 

listing of measures that shall be implemented for the purpose of reducing vehicle and operational emissions. 

 Provide tree plantings that meet or exceed the requirements of the City’s Community Design Guidelines to 

provide shading of buildings and parking lots. 

 Landscape with native drought-resistant plants (ground covers, shrubs, and trees) with particular 

consideration of plantings that are not reliant on gas-powered landscape maintenance equipment. 

 Require all flat roofs on non-residential structures to have a white or silver cap sheet to reduce energy 

demand. 

 Provide conductive/inductive electric vehicle charging station and signage prohibiting parking for non-

electric vehicles within designated spaces within non-residential developments. 

 Provide vanpool parking only spaces and preferential parking for carpools to accommodate carpools and 

vanpools in employment areas (e.g., community commercial, business-professional uses) 

 All truck loading and unloading docks shall be equipped with one 110/208 volt power outlet for every two-

dock doors. Signs shall be posted stating “Diesel trucks are prohibited from idling more than 5 minutes and 

trucks requiring auxiliary power shall connect to the 110/208-volt outlets to run auxiliary equipment.” 

 Design streets to maximize pedestrian access to transit stops. 

 Require site design to maximize access to transit lines, to accommodate bus travel, and to provide lighted 

shelters at transit access points. 

 Develop the plan consistent with the higher residential densities (within approved residential density 

ranges of zone) provided around the village nodes and transit corridors. 

 Include photovoltaic systems in project design and/or participate in Roseville Electric incentive programs 

for energy-efficient development where feasible. 

Measures for Detached Single-Family Residences: 

 Require electrical outlets be installed on the exterior walls of both the front and back of residences to 

promote the use of electric landscape maintenance equipment. 

 Require installation of a gas outlet in the rear of residential buildings for use of outdoor cooking appliances, 

such as gas burning barbeques. 

 Require installation of low nitrogen oxide (NOx) hot water heaters (beyond District Rule 246 

requirements) 

 Provide notice to homebuyers of incentive and rebate programs available through Roseville Electric or other 

providers that encourage the purchase of electric landscape maintenance equipment. 

Prior to approval of Tentative Maps provide notice to homebuyers through CC&Rs or other mechanisms to inform 

them that only gas fireplaces would be permitted. Where propane or natural gas service is not available, only EPA 

Phase II certified wood-burning devices shall be allowed in single-family residences. The emission potential from 

each residence shall not exceed 7.5 grams per hour. Woodburning or Pellet appliances shall not be permitted in 

multi-family developments. 
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Impact AQ-3 CO Hotspots 

No Action 

Alt.  

CO concentrations, which are a result of motor vehicle emissions, would not experience a 

significant increase from traffic associated with the No Action Alternative. This indirect 

effect of the No Action Alternative would be less than significant. No mitigation is 

required. No direct effects would occur. 

Motor vehicles are a primary source of pollutants within the project vicinity. Traffic 

congested roadways and intersections have the potential to generate localized high levels 

of CO. Localized areas where ambient concentrations exceed state and/or federal 

standards are termed CO hotspots. Such hot spots are defined as locations where the 

ambient CO concentrations exceed the state or federal ambient air quality standards. 

Emissions of CO are produced in greatest quantities from vehicle combustion and are 

usually concentrated at or near ground level because CO does not readily disperse into 

the atmosphere. As a result, potential air quality effects to sensitive receptors are 

assessed through an analysis of localized CO concentrations. Areas of vehicle congestion, 

especially congested intersections, have the potential to create CO hotspots that exceed 

the state ambient air quality 1-hour standard of 20 ppm or the 8-hour standard of 

9.0 ppm. The federal levels are less stringent than the state standards and are based on 

1- and 8-hour standards of 35 and 9 ppm, respectively. Thus, an exceedance condition 

would occur based on the state standards prior to exceedance of the federal standard. 

Areas of vehicle congestion, especially congested intersections that are performing at or 

are projected to perform at poor levels of service (LOS), have the potential to result in CO 

hotspots. The contribution of the No Action Alternative to an existing or projected CO 

hot spot would be significant if the addition of the traffic associated with the No Action 

Alternative caused the intersection LOS to decline to LOS E or F or if the No Action 

Alternative added substantial traffic to an intersection operating at LOS E or F under 

background conditions. According to the traffic study completed for this EIS, a few 

intersections would experience a decrease in the LOS to LOS E or F or additional traffic 

would be added to intersections already operating at LOS E or F with implementation of 

the No Action Alternative (See Section 3.14, Transportation and Traffic). However, none 

of these intersections would experience the conditions contained in the second screening 

tier (over 31,600 vehicles per hour, traffic in areas of restricted air mixing, and vehicle 

mixes substantially different than the County Average). This indicates that the traffic 

added by the No Action Alternative would not result in a contribution to CO 

concentrations that would be appreciable. Therefore, the No Action Alternative would 

not exacerbate CO concentrations and no additional CO hot spots would occur. 

Consequently the indirect effect on air quality due to CO emissions associated with the 

No Action Alternative would be less than significant. No mitigation is required. 
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No direct effects would occur. 

Proposed 

Action 

CO concentrations, which are a result of motor vehicle emissions, would not experience a 

significant increase from implementation of the Proposed Action. The Proposed Action is 

a larger project than the No Action Alternative. As with the No action Alternatives, 

under the Proposed Action, a few intersections would experience a decrease in the LOS 

to LOS E or F or additional traffic would be added to intersections already operating at 

LOS E or F (See Section 3.14, Transportation and Traffic). However, none of these 

intersections would experience the conditions contained in the second screening tier 

(over 31,600 vehicles per hour, traffic in areas of restricted air mixing, and vehicle mixes 

substantially different than the County Average), and no impacts with regard to CO 

hotspots would occur. Consequently the indirect effect on air quality due to CO 

emissions associated with the Proposed Action would be less than significant. No 

mitigation is required. No direct effects would occur. 

All Alts. Traffic volumes for all alternatives are the same or lower than the traffic volumes 

predicted for the Proposed Action. Therefore, CO concentrations for the alternatives 

would be no greater than those that would result from the implementation of the 

Proposed Action. The indirect effect on air quality due to CO emissions is predicted for 

the alternatives to be less than significant. No mitigation is required. No direct effects 

would occur. 

  

Impact AQ-4 Exposure to Toxic Air Contaminants 

No Action 

Alt. 

Receptors are generally exposed to TACs through either (1) the construction of a source 

of TACs in proximity to a residence, workplace, school, or care facility or (2) the siting of 

such facilities within proximity to sources of TACs. Typical sources of TACs that might 

be associated with the No Action Alternative include freeways or other major roadways, 

certain commercial operations such as dry cleaners and auto repair facilities, and 

construction and other heavy diesel equipment. The No Action Alternative also includes 

sites with sensitive receptors such as schools and residences. Consequently there is the 

potential for sensitive receptors to be exposed to TACs through the construction and 

operation of the No Action Alternative.  

Exposure of Project Site Receptors to Existing TAC Sources 

Receptors associated with the No Action Alternative would not be located near any 

significant existing sources of TACs. The existing land uses surrounding the site are 

primarily residential and rangeland, with no industrial sites or other significant sources 

of TACs. CARB has also provided planning guidance that recommends not locating 

sensitive receptors within 500 feet of a freeway or roadways with greater than 

100,000 annual average daily traffic (AADT). No portion of the project site would be 
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within 500 feet of a freeway or roadway with AADT of 100,000 vehicles. All schools 

included in the No Action Alternative are in the interior of the site, well away from any 

major arterial roadway. The indirect effect would be less than significant. No direct 

effects would occur. 

Exposure of Receptors to New TAC Sources 

The No Action Alternative however has the potential to include new on-site sources of 

TACs in the commercial zones incorporated in the land use plan. These sources would 

generally be minor, for example dry cleaners, auto repair or parts shops, service stations, 

or paint booths. Regardless of size, as required by state and federal law and under the air 

permit process, any new source of TACs would be required to demonstrate that there 

would be no significant health risks associated with TAC emissions from the facility 

before commencing operation. This would ensure that no on-site TAC sources would 

cause a significant effect on receptors in the area, whether on or off site. This indirect 

effect is less than significant. Mitigation Measure AQ-4, which is proposed to ensure 

that in the event that a new TAC source is constructed on site, it is evaluated for its 

potential health effects, would further reduce the indirect effect from on-site TAC 

sources. No direct effects would occur. 

Mitigation Measure AQ-4 is the same as Mitigation Measure WMM 4.4-7(a) in the Sierra 

Vista Specific Plan EIR. The USACE assumes that the City will impose the same 

mitigation measure on the No Action Alternative to address this effect. The Sierra Vista 

Specific Plan EIR determined that these mitigation measures would reduce the effect to 

less than significant (City of Roseville 2010). The USACE agrees with the conclusion in 

the Sierra Vista Specific Plan EIR and finds that this effect would be further reduced with 

mitigation.  

Proposed 

Action, All 

Alts.  

 

The effects related to exposure to TACs under the Proposed Action and alternatives 

would be substantially the same as discussed above for the No Action Alternative. As a 

result, the indirect effect related to on-site sources of TACs would be less than 

significant, and Mitigation Measure AQ-4 is proposed to further reduce the effect. 

No direct effects would occur. 

As noted above, Mitigation Measure AQ-4 is the same as Mitigation Measure WMM 

4.4-7(a) in the Sierra Vista Specific Plan EIR and was imposed on the Westbrook project at 

the time of approval. The USACE assumes that the City would impose the same 

mitigation measure on the alternatives to address this effect. The USACE finds that the 

mitigation measure would further reduce the effect. 
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Mitigation Measure AQ-4: Risk Assessment and Site Specific Measures  

(Applicability – No Action, Proposed Action, and All 

Alternatives) 

Users that could generate toxic air contaminants will be required to submit a Permit to Operate to the PCAPCD. 

The District will review the use and if a proposed project would cause the combined emissions of TACs to exceed the 

risk standard of 10 in 1 million at residences or public uses (schools, parks, etc.), additional modeling and/or 

environmental review would be required to demonstrate emissions from that use or other uses would be reduced so 

that the standard is not exceeded. For example, an Applicant could propose to retrofit an existing operation in order 

to lower the total TAC emissions in the SVSP [i.e., Westbrook project] area. 

  

Impact AQ-5 Exposure to Objectionable Odors 

No Action 

Alt. 

The No Action Alternative would not expose new residents of the project site to 

objectionable odors from existing sources near the project site. Neither does the No 

Action Alternative include any significant sources of objectionable odors that could 

expose the project site residents or other nearby residents to substantial odors. Therefore, 

there would be a less than significant indirect effect associated with odors. No 

mitigation is required. No direct effects would occur. 

Odor effects are generated when receptors are located downwind of or near sources of 

objectionable odors. Sources of these odors include facilities such as wastewater 

treatment plants, rendering plants, landfills, chemical plants, dairies, refineries, large 

agricultural operations, and composting. The site of the No Action Alternative is not 

located sufficiently near any such sources. The Placer County landfill is located 

approximately 3.5 miles (5.6 kilometers) northeast of the project site and the regional 

wastewater treatment plant is located approximately 0.5 mile (0.8 kilometer) to the north. 

To the extent that any new facilities with the potential to produce objectionable odors are 

proposed for operation near the project site, these facilities would be required to 

demonstrate that it would not have a significant odor effect on the receptors in the area.  

Furthermore, the No Action Alternative does not include any land uses or facilities that 

would be a substantial source of odors. There would be a less than significant indirect 

effect associated with odors. 

Proposed 

Action, Alts. 

1 through 5 

 

The effects related to exposure to odors would be substantially the same as discussed 

above for the No Action Alternative. Based on the significance criteria listed above and 

for the same reasons presented above for the No Action Alternative, there would be a 

less than significant indirect effect associated with odors. No mitigation is required. 

No direct effects would occur. 



 3.3 Air Quality 

Impact Sciences, Inc. 3.3-36 Westbrook Draft EIS 

USACE #200500938  May 2013 

Off-Site Alt. 

 

The effects related to exposure to odors for the Off-Site Alternative would be 

substantially the same as discussed above for the No Action Alternative. Although the 

Western Regional landfill is nearby which could potentially be a source of odors, the 

residential areas included in the Off-Site Alternative would be located outside of a 

1-mile-wide buffer zone. Therefore, the landfill odors would be greatly reduced and not 

cause a significant effect on the receptors living on the alternative site. As with the No 

Action Alternative and the Proposed Action, the Off-Site Alternative does not contain 

any land uses or facilities that would be a source of substantial odors. The indirect 

impact from odors would be less than significant and mitigation is not required. No 

direct effects would occur. 

  

3.3.6 RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS 

A residual significant effect would remain under the Proposed Action and all alternatives for Impacts 

AQ-1 and AQ-2 after mitigation. All of the other effects would be less than significant or would be 

reduced to less than significant with mitigation. 

3.3.7 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

Cumulative Impact AQ-1 Effects from Criteria Pollutant Emissions 

No Action 

Alt., 

Proposed 

Action, All 

Alts.  

The No Action Alternative, Proposed Action, and Alternatives 1 through 6 would have a 

less than significant cumulative impact from construction emissions and CO 

concentrations but would have a significant cumulative impact due to operational 

emissions. 

Construction Emissions 

Cumulative development would result in multiple construction projects occurring at the 

same time, generating emissions from earthmoving activities, heavy equipment 

operation, workers traveling to and from construction sites, and miscellaneous activities 

such as paving roadways and parking lots and painting of commercial/residential 

structures. Numerous projects are proposed in the 11-county Sacramento Valley Air 

Basin and a complete listing of foreseeable future projects cannot be reasonably 

developed. However all reasonably foreseeable projects in the vicinity of the Proposed 

Action are identified in Table 3.3-9, Other Present and Reasonably Foreseeable Projects 

in the Project Vicinity, Construction Emissions. In addition, Table 3.3-10, Other Major 

DA Permit Projects in the Air Basin,3 presents information on all major projects under 

the authority of the USACE that are proposed in the remainder of the Air Basin. Both 

                                                        
3 For more information on these projects, please see Chapter 3.0, Affected Environment and Environmental 

Consequences. 



 3.3 Air Quality 

Impact Sciences, Inc. 3.3-37 Westbrook Draft EIS 

USACE #200500938  May 2013 

tables report estimated construction emissions associated with these projects where data 

were readily available. As shown in the tables below, the emissions from several of these 

future projects would result in ROG, NOx, and particulate matter emissions that exceed 

significance thresholds. 

 

Table 3.3-9 

Other Present and Foreseeable Future Projects in Project Vicinity – 

Construction Emissions (Pounds per Day) 

 

Project  ROG NOX PM10 PM2.5 

Fiddyment Road Wideninga NA NA NA NA 

Amoruso Specific Plan NA NA NA NA 

Creekview Specific Planb 49 119 39 13 

Regional University Specific Planc 532 3,457 138 NA 

Placer Vineyards Specific Pland 

(Blueprint Scenario) 

2,052 141 412 92 

Riolo Vineyards Specific Plane 143 773 60 NA 

Placer Parkway Alternative 5f 8,960 9,940 1,460 180 

Reason Farms Retentiong 121 872 948 ND 

Sierra Vista Specific Planh 1,607 80 169 37 

Elverta Specific Plani 257 47 630 133 

Lincoln 270j NA NA NA NA 

Sutter Pointe Specific Plank NA NA NA NA 

Village 7 Lewis Propertyl 125 146 343 84 

    

Note:  

NA – not available 

Bold: Exceeds Significance Thresholds. Significance Thresholds are not the same for all of the projects listed. 
a Department of the Army Permit SPK-2010-00735. August 5, 2011. 
b City of Roseville. December 2010. Draft EIR Creekview Specific Plan. (note: emissions are for the year 2013) 
c Placer County. December 2007. Draft EIR Regional University Specific Plan. Prepared by PBS&J. (note: emissions 

are for the year 2009) 
d U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 2013. Placer Vineyards Specific Plan Draft EIS. Prepared by Impact Sciences.  
e Placer County. January 2008. Draft EIR Riolo Vineyards Specific Plan. Prepared by URS. 
f Placer County. June 2007. Draft EIR Placer Parkway. Prepared by URS. (note: Alternative 5 was determined to be 

the preferred alternative) 
g City of Roseville. 16 October 2002. Draft EIR for the City of Roseville Retention Basin Project. Prepared by URS.  
h Impact Sciences. 2012. 
i U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. December 2012. Elverta Specific Plan Draft EIS. (note: Alternative A was 

determined to be the preferred alternative) 
j Department of Army permit application for Lincoln 270. 
k Measure M Group. 10 September 2007. Wetland Delineation for Sutter Pointe Specific Plan. Prepared by ECORP. 
l City of Lincoln. June 2009. Draft EIR Village 7 Specific Plan Project. Prepared by PBS&J. (note: emissions are for 

the year 2013) 
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Table 3.3-10 

Other Major DA Permit Projects in the Air Basin – 

Construction Emissions (Pounds per Day) 

 

Project  ROG NOX PM10 PM2.5 

Folsom Southa 120 128 579 126 

Natomas Levee, Phase 2b NA NA NA NA 

Natomas Levee, Phase 3bc NA NA NA NA 

Natomas Levee, Phase 4Ad 303 1,846 15,388 NA 

Rio Del Oroe 627 2,071 NA NA 

Sunridge Propertiesf 385 501 276 NA 

Arboretum NA NA NA NA 

Cordova Hillsg 3,616 405 2,723 576 

River Islands at Lathrop NA NA NA NA 

Suncreekh 194 141 289 64 

    

Note:  

NA – not available 

Bold: Exceeds Significance Thresholds. Significance Thresholds are not the same for all of the projects listed. 
a. Department of the Army Permit SPK-2007-02159. August 11, 2011. 
b. Department of the Army Permit SPK-2007-00211. January 21, 2009. 
c. Department of the Army Permit SPK-2008-01039. April 2, 2010. 
d Department of the Army Permit SPK-2009-00480. November 8, 2010. 
e. Department of the Army Permit SPK-1999-00590. June 13, 2012. 
f. Department of the Army Permit SPK-2009-00511. January 25, 2011. 
g Cordova Hills: Sacramento County, Cordova Hills Final EIR, Document Control Number 2008-00142  
h Suncreek Specific Plan Project Draft EIR. Prepared for the City of Rancho Cordova by AECOM, October 2012.  

 

Earthmoving activities could result in substantial fugitive dust (PM10) emissions, and 

would be likely to result in localized PM10 concentrations in excess of state and federal 

standards. A major portion of PM10 would settle on the construction site or its 

immediate vicinity, while a small fraction would contribute to regional ambient 

particulate concentrations. As shown in Table 3.3-11, Estimated Unmitigated 

Construction Emissions – Proposed Action and Alternatives, PM10 emissions 

associated with construction of the No Action Alternative, Proposed Action, and all 

alternatives, are estimated to exceed the Air District threshold of 82 lbs/day (37 kg/day). 

Mitigation Measure AQ-1, which requires the implementation of dust control measures, 

would reduce the PM10 emissions to below the significance threshold, as shown in 

Table 3.3-12, Estimated Mitigated Construction Emissions – Proposed Action and 

Alternatives.  

Exhaust emissions would be generated by construction equipment operations and 

construction employee vehicle trips. These emissions would include CO, ROG, NOX, 

sulfur dioxide (SO2), and particulate matter. Painting and paving of roadways would 
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primarily release ROG into the atmosphere. Exhaust emissions associated with 

construction of the No Action Alternative, Proposed Action, and all alternatives are 

estimated to exceed Air District thresholds of 82 lbs/day for ROG even with 

implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-1, as shown in Table 3.3-12. The Proposed 

Action or any of the alternatives would contribute to the cumulative impacts during the 

15- to 30-year buildout of the site. The emissions would exceed the Air District thresholds 

for ROG and together with emissions associated with other construction projects in the 

nonattainment area, the resulting emissions are likely to exceed the emissions budgets 

specified in the applicable SIP for the Sacramento Valley Air Basin. Therefore, the 

contribution of the construction phases of the Proposed Action or the alternatives to the 

cumulative impact on air quality in the Air Basin would be significant even with 

implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-1. 

 

Table 3.3-11 

Estimated Unmitigated Construction Emissions – Proposed Action and Alternatives 

 

Alternative 

Emissions in Pounds per Day 

ROG NOX CO SOX PM10 PM2.5 

No Action 120.0 26.9 49.2 -- 102.3 22.3 

Proposed Action 156 35 64 -- 133 29 

Alternative 1 150.2 33.7 61.6 -- 128.1 27.9 

Alternative 2 150.2 33.7 61.6 -- 128.1 27.9 

Alternative 3 148.8 33.4 61.0 -- 126.8 27.7 

Alternative 4 100.9 22.6 41.4 -- 86.0 18.8 

Alternative 5 90.2 20.2 37.0 -- 76.9 16.8 

Alternative 6 (Off-Site) 220.7 49.5 90.5 -- 188.1 41.0 

Significance Threshold 82 82 550 -- 82 -- 

    

Source: Ascent Environmental 2012; Impact Sciences, Inc. Emissions calculations are provided in Appendix 3.3. 

Bold: Exceeds Significance Thresholds. 
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Table 3.3-12 

Estimated Mitigated Construction Emissions – Proposed Action and Alternatives 

 

Alternative 

Maximum Emissions in Any Year, in Pounds per Day 

ROG NOX CO SOX PM10 PM2.5 

No Action 120.0 23.1 49.2 -- 26.2 6.9 

Proposed Action 156 30 64 -- 34 9 

Alternative 1 150.2 28.9 61.6 -- 32.7 8.7 

Alternative 2 150.2 28.9 61.6 -- 32.7 8.7 

Alternative 3 148.8 28.6 61.0 -- 32.4 8.6 

Alternative 4 100.9 19.4 41.4 -- 22.0 5.8 

Alternative 5 90.2 17.3 37.0 -- 19.7 5.2 

Alternative 6 (Off-Site) 220.7 42.4 90.5 -- 48.1 12.7 

Significance Threshold 82 82 550 -- 82 -- 

    

Source: Ascent Environmental 2012; Impact Sciences, Inc. Emissions calculations are provided in Appendix 3.3. 

Bold: Exceeds Significance Thresholds. 

 

 

 Operational Emissions 

The project site is located in an area that is designated non-attainment for ozone, PM10, 

and PM2.5. Vehicles, commercial operations, and some residential activities would 

generate ozone precursors contributing to the ozone problem within the Sacramento 

Valley Air Basin. Area sources, such as residential wood burning stoves and fireplaces, 

are substantial sources of particulate matter. Operational emissions from buildout of the 

No Action Alternative, Proposed Action, and all alternatives are estimated to exceed Air 

District thresholds for ROG, NOX, CO, and PM10, as shown in Table 3.3-13, Estimated 

Unmitigated Operational Emissions – Proposed Action and Alternatives. 
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Table 3.3-13 

Estimated Unmitigated Operational Emissions – Proposed Action and Alternatives 

 

Emissions Source 

Total Emissions in Pounds Per Day 

ROG NOX CO SOX PM10 PM2.5 

No Action Alternative 206.6 104.9 1,017.8 2.0 347.8 66.1 

Proposed Action 273.4 138.8 1,347 2.65 460.3 87.5 

Alternative 1 259.0 131.5 1,275.8 2.5 436.0 82.9 

Alternative 2 226.3 114.9 1,114.8 2.2 381.0 72.4 

Alternative 3 231.1 117.3 1,138.4 2.2 389.0 74.0 

Alternative 4 129.5 78.8 824.6 1.7 290.4 55.2 

Alternative 5 173.0 87.9 852.6 1.7 291.3 47.0 

Alternative 6 (Off-Site) 178.7 90.7 880.4 1.7 300.9 57.2 

Significance Threshold 82 82 550 -- 82 -- 

    

Source: Ascent Environmental, Inc. 2012; Impact Sciences, Inc. Emissions calculations are provided in Appendix 3.3. 

Bold: Exceeds Significance Thresholds. 

 

 Other past, present and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity are 

also expected to result in additional emissions of criteria pollutants and contribute to the 

existing exceedances of ambient air quality standards in the Air Basin. The estimated 

emissions associated with other present and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the 

project vicinity are reported in Table 3.3-14, Other Present and Reasonably Foreseeable 

Actions in the Project Vicinity, Construction Emissions. Future development in the rest 

of the Air Basin (which is substantially larger than the project vicinity) would also result 

in additional emissions which cannot be reasonably quantified, although Table 3.3-15, 

Other Major DA Permit Projects in the Air Basin, Operational Emissions, presents 

operational emissions that are available for some of the major projects in the Air Basin 

that are under the USACE authority. 
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Table 3.3-14 

Other Present and Reasonably Foreseeable Actions in Project Vicinity – 

Operational Emissions (Pounds per Day) 

 

Project  ROG NOX PM10 PM2.5 

Fiddyment Road Wideninga NA NA NA NA 

Amoruso Specific Plan NA NA NA NA 

Creekview Specific Planb 242 99 293 56 

Regional University Specific Planc 761 457 476 NA 

Placer Vineyards Specific Pland 

Blueprint Scenario 
2,052 141 412 92 

Riolo Vineyards Specific Plane 156 141 96 NA 

Placer Parkway Alternative 5f 60 60 20 NA 

Reason Farms Retentiong 0 0 0 0 

Sierra Vista Specific Planh 1,585 994 3,225 614 

Elverta Specific Plani 659 238 1,736 974 

Lincoln 270j NA NA NA NA 

Sutter Pointe Specific Plank NA NA NA NA 

Village 7 Lewis Propertyl 288 143 336 65 

    

Notes:  

NA – not available 

Bold: Exceeds Significance Thresholds. Significance Thresholds are not the same for all of the projects listed.  
a Department of the Army Permit SPK-2010-00735. August 5, 2011. 
b City of Roseville. December 2010. Draft EIR Creekview Specific Plan. 
c. Placer County. December 2007. Draft EIR Regional University Specific Plan. Prepared by PBS&J. (note: emissions 

are for the year 2010) 
d USACE. 2013. Placer Vineyards Specific Plan Draft EIS. Prepared by Impact Sciences.  
e Placer County. January 2008. Draft EIR Riolo Vineyards Specific Plan. Prepared by URS. 
f Placer County. June 2007. Draft EIR Placer Parkway. Prepared by URS. (note: Alternative 5 was determined to be 

the preferred alternative) 
g City of Roseville. 16 October 2002. Draft EIR for the City of Roseville Retention Basin Project. Prepared by URS.  
h Impact Sciences. 2012. 
i U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. December 2012. Elverta Specific Plan Draft EIS. (note: Alternative A was 

determined to be the preferred alternative) 
j Department of Army permit application for Lincoln 270. 
k Measure M Group. 10 September 2007. Wetland Delineation for Sutter Pointe Specific Plan. Prepared by ECORP. 
l City of Lincoln. June 2009. Draft EIR Village 7 Specific Plan Project. Prepared by PBS&J.  
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Table 3.3-15 

Other Major DA Permit Projects in the Air Basin – 

Operational Emissions (Pounds per Day) 

 

Project  ROG NOX PM10 PM2.5 

Folsom Southa 2,061 709 2,433 1,529 

Natomas Levee, Phase 2b NA NA NA NA 

Natomas Levee, Phase 3bc NA NA NA NA 

Natomas Levee, Phase 4Ad NA NA NA NA 

Rio Del Oroe 733 676 1,115 NA 

Sunridge Propertiesf NA NA NA NA 

Arboretum NA NA NA NA 

Cordova Hillsg 857 415 1,326 252 

River Islands at Lathrop NA NA NA NA 

Suncreekh 523 335 961 185 

    

Note:  

NA – not available 

Bold: Exceeds Significance Thresholds. Significance Thresholds are not the same for all of the projects listed.  
a. Department of the Army Permit SPK-2007-02159. August 11, 2011. 
b. Department of the Army Permit SPK-2007-00211. January 21, 2009. 
c. Department of the Army Permit SPK-2008-01039. April 2, 2010. 
d Department of the Army Permit SPK-2009-00480. November 8, 2010. 
e. Department of the Army Permit SPK-1999-00590. June 13, 2012. 
f. Department of the Army Permit SPK-2009-00511. January 25, 2011. 
g Cordova Hills: Sacramento County, Cordova Hills Final EIR, Document Control Number 2008-00142  
h Suncreek Specific Plan Project Draft EIR. Prepared for the City of Rancho Cordova by AECOM, October 2012.  

 

 In order to bring the region into compliance with state and federal air pollutant 

standards, air districts use General Plans and similar planning documents to determine 

where and how future growth will occur within the region. When development occurs 

that is not consistent with the intensity of development presented in a General Plan or if 

it was not previously accounted for, it is assumed that the emissions associated with that 

development are unaccounted for in the SIP, which could hinder the region’s ability to 

come into compliance with state and federal air pollutant standards. The Proposed 

Action and all alternatives are included in current growth forecasts for the Roseville area 

but were not included in growth forecasts used in preparation of the most recent SIP. 

Therefore, unmitigated emissions associated with operation and occupancy of the 

Proposed Action (or any of the alternatives) and buildout of cumulative development 

would directly affect the region’s ability to achieve compliance with air quality 

standards. 

Compliance with the City’s Transportation Systems Management Ordinance and 

implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-2, which requires implementation of a 
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number of measures to reduce vehicular traffic and energy use, would reduce the 

amount of emissions generated by the No Action Alternative, Proposed Action, and all 

alternatives. The No Action Alternative, Proposed Action, and all alternatives would also 

be subject to a variety of policies that would promote the use of alternative forms of 

transportation and pedestrian access to commercial and office uses within the project site. 

However, because the operational air emissions associated with the No Action 

Alternative, Proposed Action, and all alternatives are not accounted for in regional air 

quality attainment plans, even with mitigation, the emissions would be considered 

significant and the No Action Alternative, Proposed Action, and all alternatives would 

make a significant contribution to the cumulative impact on regional air quality. 

The above conclusion notwithstanding, the transportation conformity analysis performed 

for the Metropolitan Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy 2035 

(MTP/SCS) for the SACOG region (which is substantially the same as the Sacramento 

Valley Air Basin) shows that although the region will experience growth in population 

including the growth in population and employment as a result of the Proposed Action,4 

the region’s daily air pollutant emissions from transportation sources will decrease in the 

future. The conformity analysis provides the estimates of population growth, increase in 

vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and daily air pollutant emissions for the region for 2014, 

2017, 2018, 2025, and 2035 (SACOG 2012). The results for 2018, 2025, and 2035 are shown 

in Table 3.3-16, Projected Population Growth, Traffic and Air Pollutant Emissions in 

the SACOG Region. 

 

Table 3.3-16 

Projected Population Growth, Traffic and Air Pollutant Emissions in the SACOG Region 

 

 2018 2025 2035 

Population 2,459,000 2,713,000 3,086,000 

Daily VMT (1,000s of miles) 64,666 69,174 75,658 

Daily NOx Emissions (tons)  35.87 22.05 16.25 

Daily ROG Emissions (tons) 24.04 19.17 15.73 

    

Source: SACOG 2012 

 

                                                        
4 Based on a review of Appendix E-3 Land Use Forecast Background Documentation in the DRAFT MTP/SCS 2035 

Update, the Sierra Vista Specific Plan, including the Westbrook project, is included in the regional growth 

projections for the City of Roseville. Therefore the Proposed Action is accounted for in the MTP/SCS analysis of 

the growth in the SACOG region. 
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 As shown above, even though total population and vehicle traffic are projected to 

increase by 25 percent and 17 percent respectively, daily emissions of ozone precursors 

are expected to decrease substantially, with NOx emissions decreasing by 55 percent and 

ROG by 35 percent between 2018 and 2035 as a result of vehicle fleet improvements, fuel 

efficiency measures, transportation control measures in the SIP for the SACOG region, 

and denser future development pursuant to the SCS. These population and traffic 

increases represent the best estimates of overall growth projections for the region and 

include projects such as Westbrook as well as other projects in the region.5  

CO Concentrations 

Background CO concentrations in Roseville are low, and despite anticipated increases in 

traffic volumes, future roadside CO concentrations are expected to decrease from existing 

concentrations due to improved fuel combustion efficiency (City of Roseville 2010a). 

Therefore, the No Action Alternative, Proposed Action, and all alternatives, in 

conjunction with buildout of reasonably foreseeable development in the area, would 

have a less than significant effect related to CO concentrations. 

  

3.3.8 GENERAL CONFORMITY 

Under Section 176(c)(1) of the federal Clean Air Act (CAA), federal agencies that “engage in, support in 

any way or provide financial assistance for, license or permit, or approve any activity must demonstrate 

that such actions do not interfere with state and local plans to bring an area into attainment with the 

National Ambient Air Quality Standards”(42 USC Section 7506(c)).  

The Proposed Action is located in the Sacramento Valley Air Basin (SVAB), an 11-county air basin. The 

western Placer County portion of the air basin is designated as nonattainment with respect to the national 

standards for 8-hour ozone and PM2.5. To address the SVAB’s nonattainment status, the regional air 

districts, including the Placer County Air Pollution Control District (PCAPCD), have worked together to 

produce implementation plans for attainment of the national standards. The General Conformity Rule 

ensures a federal agency’s actions in a non-attainment area do not obstruct or conflict with a state or local 

implementation plan. The implementing regulations for the General Conformity Rule are found in Title 

40 CFR, Part 51, Subpart W and Part 93, Subpart B. In addition, the Air District has adopted the federal 

General Conformity regulations under Regulation 5, Rule 508. 

                                                        
5 Please see DRAFT MTP/SCS 2035 Update Appendix E-3 for projected changes in land use, population, and 

employment in the SACOG region through 2035. 
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Under the General Conformity regulations, both the direct and indirect emissions associated with a 

federal action must be evaluated. Subpart W defines direct emissions as: 

[T]hose emissions of a criteria pollutant or its precursors that are caused or initiated by the 

Federal action and occur at the same time and place as the action (40 CFR § 51.852). 

Indirect emissions are defined as: 

[T]hose emissions of a criteria pollutant or its precursors that: 

(1) Are caused by the Federal action, but may occur later in time and/or may be farther removed 

in distance from the action itself but are still reasonably foreseeable; and 

(2) The Federal agency can practicably control and will maintain control over due to a 

continuing program responsibility of the Federal agency (40 CFR § 51.852). 

A conformity determination is required for each criteria pollutant or precursor where the total of direct 

and indirect emissions of the criteria pollutant or precursor in a federal nonattainment or maintenance 

area would equal or exceed specified annual emission rates, referred to as de minimis thresholds. For 

ozone precursors, the de minimis thresholds depend on the severity of the nonattainment classification; for 

other pollutants, the threshold is set at 100 tons per year. The Air Basin was designated as serious 

nonattainment for ozone by the USEPA in June 2004. However, due to concerns with meeting emissions 

reductions targets, the member air districts of the Sacramento Federal Nonattainment Area requested a 

voluntary reclassification to severe, which was approved by the USEPA in June 2010. The relevant de 

minimis thresholds for the Air Basin are shown below in Table 3.3-17. 

 

Table 3.3-17 

General Conformity De Minimis Thresholds 

 

Pollutant Attainment Status Annual Emissions (ton/yr) 

NOX Nonattainment/Severe (Ozone) 25 

VOC Nonattainment/Severe (Ozone) 25 

PM2.5 (direct) Nonattainment 100 

PM2.5 (NOX)1 Nonattainment 100 

PM2.5 (VOC and NH3)2 Nonattainment 100 

PM2.5 (SOX) Nonattainment 100 

    

Notes:  
1 NOX is included for PM2.5 unless determined not to be a significant precursor. However, the NOX threshold based on its 

contribution to ozone is more stringent. 
2 VOC and ammonia (NH3) are not included for PM2.5 unless determined to be a significant precursor. However, the VOC 

threshold based on their contribution to ozone is more stringent. Only very minor emissions of ammonia would be emitted to the 

atmosphere as a result of the Proposed Action or its alternatives. 
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According to the General Conformity Rule, conformity analysis only applies to activities that trigger 

NEPA review.6 Where the federal action is a permit, license, or other approval for some aspect of a 

nonfederal undertaking, the relevant activity is the part, portion, or phase of the nonfederal undertaking 

that requires the federal permit, license, or approval. The USACE permit action is limited to filling of the 

waters of the U.S. on the project site, and does not extend to other construction activities, nor will the 

USACE maintain control over those elements of the Proposed Action or alternatives that are associated 

with operation of facilities constructed under the Westbrook project. Accordingly, this evaluation will not 

consider the operational emissions from the development of the Proposed Action. Furthermore, with 

respect to construction emissions, the scope of the conformity analysis would be appropriately limited to 

the emissions associated with grading activities that would result in the filling of jurisdictional wetlands, 

any associated access roads, and any staging areas necessary to conduct the filling activity. Other 

construction activities not associated with the filling of jurisdictional waters would not be included in the 

conformity calculations.  

While grading would take place over a large area of the project site, only a small portion of the grading 

would involve the filling of jurisdictional waters, and only this small portion of the grading is required to 

be analyzed. However, since information was readily available for the effect of grading the site as a 

whole, the USACE analyzed this data. If this data had provided emissions greater than the threshold then 

further efforts to focus the analysis on the grading specific to the discharge of dredge or fill into waters of 

the U.S. would have been warranted. In this case, the effects of the entire grading operations do not 

exceed the de minimis thresholds. Therefore the entire grading operations were analyzed even though the 

grading operations that are required to be analyzed are a small portion of the overall operation. Annual 

grading emissions for the Proposed Action were estimated using URBEMIS2007. Emissions totals for the 

alternatives are essentially the same as those for the Proposed Action or smaller, so if the Proposed 

Action is determined to meet the conformity criteria then the alternatives would as well. The resultant 

average annual emissions for each nonattainment or maintenance pollutant are shown in Table 3.3-18. As 

the table shows, all emission values are less than the de minimis threshold for that pollutant. Based on this 

preliminary analysis, a detailed conformity analysis by the USACE is not required (40 CFR § 51.858). 

                                                        
6 As stated in 40 CFR Parts 6, 51, and 93 (FRL-4805-1), Determining Conformity of General Federal Actions to State 

or Federal Implementation Plans, “the definition of “Federal action” is revised by adding the following sentence 

to the end of the definition in the proposal: Where the Federal action is a permit, license, or other approval for 

some aspect of a nonfederal undertaking, the relevant activity is the part, portion, or phase of the nonfederal 

undertaking that requires the Federal permit, license, or approval. The following examples illustrate the meaning 

of the revised definition. Assume, for example, that the COE issues a permit and that permitted fill activity 

represents one phase of a larger nonfederal undertaking; i.e., the construction of an office building by a 

nonfederal entity. Under the conformity rule, the COE would be responsible for addressing all emissions from 

that one phase of the overall office development undertaking that the COE permits; i.e., the fill activity at the 

wetland site. However, the COE is not responsible for evaluating all emissions from later phases of the overall 

office development (the construction, operation, and use of the office building itself), because later phases 

generally are not within the COE's continuing program responsibility and generally cannot be practicably 

controlled by the COE.” 
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In addition, the direct emissions associated with the Proposed Action would not conflict with or obstruct 

implementation of the applicable air quality plan (i.e., SIP for the Sacramento Valley Air Basin).  

 

Table 3.3-18 

Direct Average Annual Construction Emissions 

 

Source 

VOC  

(tons/yr) 

NOX  

(tons/yr) 

SOX 

(tons/yr) 

PM2.5  

(tons/yr) 

Proposed Action 0.17 1.34 0.00 1.86 

Thresholds (tons/yr) 25 25 100 100 

Exceeds Threshold? NO NO NO NO 

    

Source: Impact Sciences, Inc. Emissions calculations are provided in Appendix 3.3. 

 

Regardless of whether the USACE focuses only on direct emissions associated with the issuance of a 404 

permit for the project or whether it looks more broadly at all emissions associated with full buildout of 

the Westbrook area, future air quality conditions are anticipated to improve over time within the affected 

air shed and buildout of Westbrook area would not result in a lack of conformity with approved federal 

air quality plans or the State Implementation Plan (SIP). In April 2012, the SACOG reached a favorable 

conformity determination in approving in its most recent Regional Transportation Plan (called the 

MTP/SCS). SACOG’s Draft EIR for the MTP/SCS explained SACOG’s reasoning as follows: 

In general, projecting the future air quality environment and how well the proposed MTP/SCS 

fits within existing air quality attainment plans, and their projected maintenance or attainment 

strategies, is evaluated through existing federal, state, and local air district processes. A 

determination of conformity, or conformance with the plans, is realized when: the forecasted 

emissions are within budgets identified in the plans or pass the interim emissions test; the latest 

planning assumptions and emission models are used; the plan and program are financially 

constrained; and the timely implementation of transportation control measures can be 

demonstrated. Conformity analyzes the impacts of land use and transportation in combination at 

the regional level. It quantitatively measures how selected land use and transportation planning 

principles in combination will affect our future air quality environment. As established in the 

proposed MTP/SCS, behavioral changes in choice of travel directly impacts mobile source emission 

generation projections; reduced [vehicle miles traveled] and trip numbers result in lower 

emissions. 

The forecasted emissions for ozone, PM10 and CO associated with the proposed MTP/SCS are 

within in the conformity budgets identified within the existing plans for each milestone year. 

Similarly, the forecasted emissions for PM10 and PM2.5 associated with the proposed MTP/SCS 

pass all interim emissions tests for all milestone years. 

As described previously in Chapter 1.0 of this Draft EIS, the SCS, formulated pursuant to Senate Bill 375, 

assumed development of the Westbrook project. Since buildout of all land uses assumed in the SCS 

would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of applicable federal air quality plans or the SIP, the 

same must necessarily be true of buildout of Westbrook project by itself. 
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Table 3.3-3 

Ambient Pollutant Concentrations Registered Nearest to the Project Site 

 

Pollutant Standards1 

Year 

2008 2009 2010 

OZONE (O3) 

Maximum 1-hour concentration monitored (ppm)  0.134 0.113 0.124 

Maximum 8-hour concentration monitored (ppm)  0.107 0.101 0.105 

Number of days exceeding state 1-hour standard 0.09 ppm 20 13 9 

Number of days exceeding state 8-hour standard 0.070 ppm 38 32 21 

Number of days exceeding federal 8-hour standard2 0.075 ppm 22 19 15 

CARBON MONOXIDE (CO) 

Maximum 8-hour concentration monitored (ppm)  1.90 1.66 1.16 

Number of days exceeding state 8-hour standard  9.0 ppm 0 0 0 

Number of days exceeding federal 8-hour standard  9 ppm 0 0 0 

NITROGEN DIOXIDE (NO2) 

Maximum 1-hour concentration monitored (ppm)  0.067 0.061 0.071 

Annual average concentration monitored (ppm)  0.012 0.010 0.010 

Number of days exceeding state 1-hour standard 0.18 ppm 0 0 0 

Number of days exceeding state 1-hour standard3 0.100 ppm 0 0 0 

PARTICULATE MATTER (PM10) 

Maximum 24-hour concentration monitored (µg/m3)  74.2 33.5 36.3 

Annual average concentration monitored (µg/m3)  22.7 17.9 15.4 

Number of samples exceeding state standard 50 µg/m3 6 0 0 

Number of samples exceeding federal standard 150 µg/m3 0 0 0 

PARTICULATE MATTER (PM2.5) 

Maximum 24-hour concentration monitored (µg/m3)  60.0 22.6 27.3 

Annual average concentration monitored (µg/m3)  10.0 8.5 6.6 

Number of samples exceeding federal standard  35 µg/m3 6 0 0 

SULFUR DIOXIDE (SO2) 

Maximum 24-hour concentration monitored (ppm)  0.002 0.002 0.002 

Number of samples exceeding 24-hour state standard 0.04 ppm 0 0 0 

Number of samples exceeding federal 24-hour standard  0.14 ppm  0 0 0 

    

Sources: 

California Air Resource Board, “Air Quality Data Statistics,” http://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/welcome.html.  

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, “Air Data: Access to Air Pollution Data,” http://www.epa.gov/air/data/. 

— No air quality data received for this year. 
1  Parts by volume per million of air (ppm), micrograms per cubic meter of air (µg/m3), or annual arithmetic mean (aam). 
2  Federal 8-hour O3 standard was revised to 0.075 ppm in March 2008. Statistics are based on the current standard. 
3  The U.S. EPA has promulgated a new 1-hour National Ambient Air Quality Standards for NO2. The new 1-hour standard is 0.100 parts 

per million (188 micrograms per cubic meter) and became effective on April 12, 2010. 
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Table 3.3-7  

Estimated Unmitigated Operational Emissions – Proposed Action and Alternatives 

 

Emissions Source 

Emissions in Pounds Per Day 

ROG NOX CO SOX PM10 PM2.5 

Proposed Action 

Area Sources  139.8 28.6 83.4 0 0.2 0.2 

Operational (Mobile) Sources  133.7 110.2 1264.6 2.65 460 87.3 

Emissions Total 273.4 138.8 1347 2.65 460.3 87.5 

Alternative 1       

Area Sources  132.4 27.1 79.0 0.0 0.2 0.2 

Operational (Mobile) Sources  126.6 104.4 1197.8 2.5 435.7 82.7 

Emissions Total 259.0 131.5 1275.8 2.5 436.0 82.9 

Alternative 2       

Area Sources  115.7 23.7 69.0 0.0 0.2 0.2 

Operational (Mobile) Sources  110.7 91.2 1046.6 2.2 380.7 72.3 

Emissions Total 226.3 114.9 1114.8 2.2 381.0 72.4 

Alternative 3       

Area Sources  118.2 24.2 70.5 0.0 0.2 0.2 

Operational (Mobile) Sources  113.0 93.1 1068.8 2.2 388.8 73.8 

Emissions Total 231.1 117.3 1138.4 2.2 389.0 74.0 

Alternative 4       

Area Sources  91.4 18.7 54.5 0.0 0.1 0.1 

Operational (Mobile) Sources  87.4 72.0 826.6 1.7 300.7 57.1 

Emissions Total 129.5 78.8 824.6 1.7 290.4 55.2 

Alternative 5       

Area Sources  88.5 18.1 52.8 0.0 0.1 0.1 

Operational (Mobile) Sources  84.6 69.7 800.4 1.7 291.1 53.4 

Emissions Total 173.0 87.9 852.6 1.7 291.3 47.0 

Alternative 6 (Off-Site)       

Area Sources  88.5 18.1 52.8 0.0 0.1 0.1 

Operational (Mobile) Sources  87.4 72.0 826.6 1.7 300.7 57.1 

Emissions Total 178.7 90.7 880.4 1.7 300.9 57.2 

No Action Alternative       

Area Sources  105.6 21.6 63.0 0.0 0.2 0.2 

Operational (Mobile) Sources  101.0 83.3 955.6 2.0 347.6 66.0 

Emissions Total 206.6 104.9 1,017.8 2.0 347.8 66.1 

Significance Threshold 82 82 550 -- 82 -- 

Source: Ascent Environmental, Inc. 2012; Impact Sciences, Inc. 

    

Emissions calculations are provided in Appendix A of Appendix 3.3. 
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3.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

3.4.1 INTRODUCTION 

This section describes effects to biological resources that could result from implementation of the 

Proposed Action or its alternatives, and is based on information drawn from the following sources: 

 Sierra Vista Biological Resources Assessment prepared by North Fork Associates for the City of 

Roseville, dated June 9, 2009; 

 Recovery Plan for Vernal Pool Ecosystems of California and Southern Oregon, dated December 

15, 2005; 

 West Roseville Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report (EIR), dated February 2009;  

 Sierra Vista Specific Plan EIR Technical Memorandum: Effects of Changed Water Management 

operations on Fisheries and Water Quality Impacts Previously Disclosed in the Water Forum 

Proposal EIR, prepared by Robertson-Bryan, Inc., and HDR for the City of Roseville, dated 

October 2009;  

 Conceptual Mitigation Plan for the Westbrook project prepared by Gibson & Skordal LLC, dated 

August 2012; and 

 Biological Assessment for the Westbrook project prepared by Gibson & Skordal LLC, dated 

November 2012. 

3.4.2 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

3.4.2.1 Key Terms Used in this Section 

The term “project site” in this section refers to the Westpark Associates property that makes up the 

approximately 397-acre (161-hectare) Westbrook project site and is under application for a Department of 

Army (DA) permit. All resources, activities, and impacts within the 397-acre (161-hectare) project site are 

described in this section as being “on the project site” or “on-site.” 

The term “off-site” refers to a 250-foot (76-meter) band along the project site boundary. The wetlands 

existing within the southern portion of this band were delineated as part of the Sierra Vista Specific Plan, 

which were verified by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) in 2010.1 Two of the three properties 

to the south of the project site (Federico and Conley properties) are currently the subject of DA permit 

applications and the Proposed Action’s off-site impacts on these properties is also being evaluated as part 

of the DA permit applications for the Federico and Conley properties. The project site and this off-site 

impact area are shown in Figure 3.4-1, Project Impact Area. 

                                                        
1 The properties that lie to the south of the project site within the Sierra Vista Specific Plan area include the 

Federico property, Conley property, and Chan property. 
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3.4.2.2 Regional Setting 

For the purposes of this section, the project region is defined as the southwestern portion of Placer 

County. The project site is located in the transition zone between land developed with urban uses to the 

east and land developed for intensive agriculture to the west. This transition zone is marked by older 

alluvial soils with well-developed hardpans and some dense clay pans. The poorly drained soils of this 

transition zone are primarily utilized for grazing, while level, well-drained soils on the valley floor to the 

west have been largely converted to agriculture. Evidence of hardpans and claypans throughout the 

eastern Sacramento Valley is demonstrated most effectively at the soils’ surface by the presence of 

seasonally inundated areas—vernal pools and swales. Habitat types typical of the region include annual 

grasslands, oak woodlands, vernal pool and swale complexes, seasonal seeps and marshes, ponds, 

riparian forest and scrub, perennial streams, cropland (especially irrigated rice fields), and scattered areas 

of ruderal vegetation. 

3.4.2.3 Project Site – Location and Setting 

The project site consists of flat to gently rolling topography with elevations ranging from approximately 

75 to 125 feet (23 to 38 meters) above mean sea level. The project site supports non-native annual 

grassland and is uncultivated at the present time, although it was historically used for wheat cultivation 

and as pastureland. The project area has been dry-farmed in at least two of the past six years. The site was 

used for grazing in the past but is not grazed at the present time. There is also evidence of plowing and 

disking throughout the site. Other developed features at the project site include a transmission line 

corridor that transects the western half of the project site, dirt roads, and fences (North Fork 

Associates 2009).  

The surface runoff within the project site flows to the north and west with the majority of the site 

draining to the north. The surface runoff on the eastern three-quarters of the project site flows through a 

series of swales to the north. At the northern border of the study area, these swales flow into culverts that 

are part of the West Roseville Specific Plan developments storm drainage system. The surface runoff from 

the western one-quarter of the project site flows through a series of swales and an intermittent stream to 

the west.  

The main hydrologic feature in the project site is the West Plan tributary of Curry Creek, an intermittent 

stream that flows from east to west through the northwestern portion of the project site and a second 

intermittent stream (South Fork of West Plan tributary) which is also located in the same area south of 

West Plan tributary. The two streams converge near the western boundary of the project site and flow 

westerly through agricultural ditches to eventually flow into Curry Creek. Curry Creek drains into the 

Natomas Main Drainage Canal which ultimately drains into the Sacramento River. Other water features 

on the project site include vernal pools and seasonal wetland swales embedded within the annual 

grassland, and other seasonal wetlands that are saturated and/or inundated during the rainy season. 

The predominant plant community is annual grassland (North Fork Associates 2009).  
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The climate in the project region is mild with average annual maximum temperature of 73.6 degrees 

Fahrenheit (23.1 degrees Celsius) and average annual minimum temperature of 49.0 degrees Fahrenheit 

(9.4 degrees Celsius). Summers are typically dry and the average annual rainfall (the majority of which 

usually occurs in winter) is approximately 20 inches (51 centimeters).  

As described in more detail in Section 3.8, Geology, Soils, and Minerals, the site is situated on 

Pleistocene-aged sediments and the western portion of the site consists of fan deposits. Neither of these 

geological formations is known to support soil-specific special-status plant species that occur primarily in 

the Sierra Nevada foothills. In addition, the soils within the project site include Cometa-Fiddyment 

Complex, Fiddyment-Kaseberg loams, and, San Joaquin-Cometa sandy loams. These soils occur on low 

terraces, are shallow to moderately deep, and underlain by hardpans except for Cometa which is 

underlain by a dense clay pan. The average depth to hardpan or clay pan in these soils ranges from 18 to 

40 inches (approximately 46 to 102 centimeters). As the project site has been historically and recently 

disked, plowed and dry-farmed, the soils are not compacted and are well aerated, and the natural micro 

topography has been eliminated in many areas. 

The project site is bordered to the east by existing development in the West Plan area and on the south by 

the Sierra Vista Specific Plan area which is proposed for development but is undeveloped at the present 

time and has a landscape that is very similar to the project site, dominated by annual grasslands. To the 

west of the project site, lands are either grazed annual grasslands or actively farmed rice lands. Lands to 

the north lie within the West Roseville Specific Plan area and are approved for development although 

they are not developed at this time and consist mostly of grazed annual grasslands. 

3.4.2.4 Project Site – Biological Communities 

The project site has three general biological communities: annual grasslands; stream complex; and rural 

mix landscape. Figure 3.4-2, On-Site Biological Communities, presents the biological communities on 

the project site and Table 3.4-1, Project Site Biological Communities, presents the acreage of each 

community on the site. The site also supports a number of wetland features that are embedded in the 

annual grasslands. The project site wetlands are discussed in Subsection 3.4.2.5, Project Site – Waters of 

the United States below. 

 

Table 3.4-1 

Project Site Biological Communities  

 

Type Acres 
Biological Communities 

Annual grassland 379.3 

Stream complex 1.0 

Rural mix landscape 16.7 

    

Source: Impact Sciences 2012 
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Annual Grassland 

The dominant plant community within the project site is California annual grassland. California annual 

grassland, also known as non-native grassland, is typically dominated by non-native annual grass species 

but can also contain a diversity of native grasses and native and non-native flowering plants. The annual 

grassland on the project site is highly disturbed. Although the project site is currently fallow, there is 

evidence of former dry farming, regular disking, and cattle grazing. There is also evidence that portions 

were used for crop cultivation. The western portions of the project site appear to have been historically 

heavily grazed; however, during the field surveys no cattle were observed on any portion of the project 

site. The areas along the southern site boundary appeared to be recently and regularly disked. The fallow 

areas are dominated by non-native grass species such as medusahead grass (Taeniatherum caput-medusae), 

soft chess (Bromus hordeaceus), ripgut grass (Bromus diandrus), slender wild oats (Avena barbata), yellow 

star-thistle (Centaurea solstitialis), bindweed (Convolvulus arvensis), vetch (Vicia spp.), filaree 

(Erodium spp.), Fitch’s spikeweed (Centromadia fitchii), and virgate tarweed (Holocarpha virgata ssp. 

virgata). Native plant species observed on the project site within the annual grassland include common 

fiddleneck (Amsinckia menziesii), rusty popcornflower (Plagiobothrys nothofulvus), ookow (Dichelostemma 

congestum), white brodiaea (Triteleia hyacinthina), and Ithruriel’s spear (Triteleia laxa) (North Fork 

Associates 2009). The annual grassland on the project site provides nesting sites, roosting, and foraging 

habitat for various wildlife species, as described in Section 3.4.2.7 Wildlife. 

Wetlands, seasonal drainages, vernal pools, and other seasonal wetlands are dispersed throughout the 

annual grassland community. These water features are described in detail in Section 3.4.2.5 Project Site – 

Waters of the United States below. The West Plan tributary of Curry Creek, located in the northwestern 

corner of the project site, also transects this community and is discussed as a separate biological 

community in subsection Stream Complex, below. 

Stream Complex 

The project site contains two intermittent streams – West Plan tributary and a south fork of the tributary. 

The two streams are tributary to Curry Creek and are considered waters of the U.S. Intermittent streams 

flow during rain events and for a period of time after rain events. The streams do not support emergent 

marsh vegetation, and at the time of the field surveys in April 2007, the streams were mostly dry, except 

for some pools. A cluster of Fremont cottonwood trees (Populus fremontii) occurs along one of the Curry 

Creek tributary streams near the project site’s northwestern boundary (North Fork Associates 2009). 

Rural Mix Landscape 

The site of a former farmstead is located in the eastern portion of the project site. The farmstead consists 

of a structure foundation, windmill foundation, a well hole, and various types of farm equipment. The 

site is located on a knoll and includes a fence and a stand of trees around the perimeter as well as a dirt 

road encircling the knoll top. 
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3.4.2.5 Project Site – Waters of the United States 

The project site contains a total of 12.55 acres (5.08 hectare) of waters of the U.S., which consist of the 

intermittent streams, seasonal wetlands, vernal pools, and wetland swales (Table 3.4-2, Project Impact 

Area Waters of the U.S.). An additional 2.07 acres (0.84 hectare) of jurisdictional waters are located 

within the off-site impact area adjacent to the project site. Information about these waters is based on 

several wetland delineations that were combined and presented to the USACE by ECORP in 2006 and 

verified by the USACE in 2010. The following summarizes the aquatic resources that occur on the project 

site. 

 

Table 3.4-2 

Project Impact Area Waters of the U.S. (in Acres) 

 

Type Project Site Off-Site Impact Area Total 

Vernal pools 1.81 0.79 2.60 

Wetland swales 7.31 0.48 7.80 

Swale depressional 1.12 0.06 1.18 

Seasonal wetlands 1.35 0.03 1.38 

Intermittent streams 0.95 0.15 1.10 

Pond 0.00 0.56 0.56 

Total 12.55 2.07 14.62 

    

Source: Gibson & Skordal 2012a 

 

Vernal Pools 

Vernal pools are seasonally inundated wetlands occurring within topographic depressions in areas that 

are underlain by an impermeable subsurface layer, such as hardpan, claypan, or bedrock. These 

topographic depressions can occur as isolated features in the landscape or in association with swales. 

Vernal pools at the project site are underlain by hardpans or claypans that do not allow water from 

winter rains to seep into the lower soil column. Instead, the water accumulates or “ponds,” in depressions 

above the hardpan or claypan.  

Vernal pools typically flood to a depth of 2 inches (5 centimeters) to over 1 foot (0.3 meter) in the winter 

and spring and dry out completely in the summer and fall months. Subsequently, vernal pools support 

specialized vegetation and wildlife restricted primarily to vernal pools. They typically support a variety 

of invertebrate populations, including federally listed branchiopods. The plant communities within 

vernal pools are typically dominated by vernal pool endemics, a majority of which are native annuals. 

The vernal pool plant species and some of the wildlife species (e.g., vernal pool invertebrates) are 

adapted to, and depend on, the cyclical inundation of water and complete desiccation of the soil that 

occurs in vernal pools. Most vernal pool-associated plant and wildlife species life cycles can only be 

completed by the progression of inundation and desiccation. 
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There are approximately 1.81 acres (0.73 hectare) of vernal pools on the project site (Gibson & Skordal 

2012a) and 0.79 acre in the off-site impact area. Due to past land practices (cultivation, grazing, and 

disking), most of the vernal pools on the project site show signs of disturbance. Plant species found in 

these vernal pools include double-horned downingia (Downingia bicornuta), Solano downingia (Downingia 

ornatissima), Fremont’s goldfields (Lasthenia fremontii), stipitate popcornflower (Plagiobothrys stiptatus), 

dwarf wooly heads (Psilocarphus brevissimus), Vasey’s coyote-thistle (Eryngium vaseyi), vernal pool 

buttercup (Ranunculus bonariensis var. trisepalus), Pacific foxtail (Alopecurus saccatus), and annual hairgrass 

(Deschampsia danthonioides) (North Fork Associates 2009). Depending on their depth and level of 

disturbance, other non-native species common to seasonal wetlands may also be present as dominants or 

associates. Under the USACE’s classification system, vernal pools are differentiated from depressional 

seasonal wetlands based on the dominance of vernal pool endemic plants.  

Wetland Swales and Swale Depressional Habitat 

Wetland swales are sloping linear vegetated wetlands that do not contain an ordinary high water mark or 

exhibit the bed-and-bank morphology typical of streams. They are inundated in the winter and early 

spring during and for up to several weeks following rainfall events. They often have embedded 

depressions (swale depressional) that pond water to a greater depth than the swale and for durations 

similar to depressional seasonal wetlands and vernal pools. Swales can connect vernal pools into large 

complexes. Swales provide important hydrology to the pool and wetland basins and also provide 

linkages between plant and invertebrate populations for genetic exchange. Swales are essential to the 

health of vernal pool ecosystems and provide habitat values similar to vernal pools.  

There are about 7.31 acres (2.96 hectares) of wetland swales and about 1.12 acres (0.45 hectare) of swale 

depressional habitat on the project site and about 0.48 acre of wetland swales and 0.06 acre of swale 

depressional habitat in the off-site impact area. Wetland swales are scattered throughout the project site 

and flow either into the intermittent streams on the project site or into a storm drain located in the West 

Roseville Specific Plan area. Most of these features are relatively disturbed due to regular disking. 

Seasonal wetland swales along the northern site boundary support upland species such as cultivated 

wheat (Triticum sp.), along with wetland species such as creeping spikerush, Vasey’s coyote-thistle, and 

iris-leaved rush (Juncus xiphioides). The most common plants occurring within the wetland swales include 

perennial rye (Lolium perenne), Mediterranean barley (Hordeum marinum), rabbit’s-foot grass (Polypogon 

monspeliensis), and hyssop loosestrife (Lythrum hyssopifolia). 

Seasonal Wetlands 

The term seasonal wetland is used within the context of this EIS to describe depressions that fill naturally 

during the winter and early spring through direct precipitation and are dry during most of the year. 

Although their hydrology may be similar to that of vernal pools, they do not support typical vernal pool 

vegetation diversity and abundance. They support mostly a non-native, “wetland generalist” flora and 

are not dominated by vernal pool endemics.  

There are about 1.35 acres (0.55 hectare) of seasonal wetlands on the project site and about 0.03 acre in the 

off-site impact area (Gibson & Skordal 2012a). Depths of these seasonal wetlands range from a few inches 
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up to 2 feet (0.6 meter). These seasonal wetlands have also been degraded as a result of disturbance from 

past farming and/or disking for fire suppression. These seasonal wetlands are likely vernal pools that 

have been disturbed to the extent that they no longer support a vernal pool plant community (Gibson & 

Skordal 2012a). Common vegetation within the seasonal wetlands includes curly dock (Rumex crispus), 

perennial rye, spiny-fruit buttercup (Ranunculus muricatus), tall flatsedge (Cyperus eragrostis), Vasey’s 

coyote thistle, and European mannagrass (Glyceria declinata) (North Fork Associates 2009). Common plant 

species include perennial rye, Mediterranean barley, rabbit’s-foot grass, hyssop loosestrife, mannagrass 

(Glyceria declinata), toad rush (Juncus bufonius), and slender popcorn flower (Plagiobothrys stipitatus 

micranthus).  

Intermittent Stream 

Intermittent streams flow during and after rain events. Intermittent streams usually have a groundwater 

component or another water source that provides water in the absence of precipitation. Two intermittent 

streams with an area of about 0.95 acre (0.38 hectare) are located in the northwestern corner of the project 

site and there is 0.15 acre (0.06 hectare) of intermittent creek in the off-site impact area. The streams, 

which are tributary to Curry Creek, did not contain flowing water at the time of the field surveys in April 

2007. However, small pools of water were observed at several locations throughout the course. These 

deeper areas supported native creeping spikerush (Eleocharis palustris) and fringed water-plantain 

(Damasonium californicum). As discussed above, several large Fremont cottonwood trees are located along 

the stream. The intermittent streams on the project site do not flow long enough to support fish species, 

including anadromous fish, such as Chinook salmon or steelhead. 

3.4.2.6 Project Site – Tree Resources 

Very few trees occur on the project site and no oak woodland habitat occurs with the site. The Arborist 

Survey Report prepared by ECORP identified a cluster of Fremont cottonwood trees in the northwestern 

portion of the project site along the intermittent creeks (North Fork Associates 2009). A small stand of 

trees is located in the southeastern portion of the project site. These trees were likely planted in 

association with a farmstead that formerly existed in this portion of the project site. 

3.4.2.7 Project Site – Wildlife  

The project site and surrounding undeveloped landscapes provide suitable habitat for many wildlife 

species. During the winter and spring months when vernal pools, swales and other seasonal wetlands are 

inundated, these habitats support a variety of aquatic invertebrates, including several special-status 

species, and are key habitats for wintering waterfowl, wading birds, and several amphibian species 

(North Fork Associates 2009). 

Annual grassland provides suitable habitat for several raptors, particularly for foraging. Several prey 

species were detected during surveys, including pocket gopher, meadow vole, and black-tailed 

jackrabbit. During the spring and summer seasons, locally breeding raptors such as Swainson’s hawk 

(Buteo swainsoni), red-tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis), white-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus), northern harrier 

(Circus cyaneus), and American kestrel (Falco sparverius) are dependent on grassland and agricultural 



3.4 Biological Resources 

Impact Sciences, Inc. 3.4-10 Westbrook Draft EIS 

USACE #200500938  May 2013 

foraging habitats. During the field surveys in April 2007, one red-tailed hawk nest was found in the 

northwestern portion of the project site along the intermittent creek. Three additional active red-tailed 

hawk nests, one active Swainson’s hawk nest, one potentially active white-tailed kite nest, and one active 

great-horned owl (Bubo virginianus) nest were found on adjacent lands to the west and south. Nest 

locations are identified in Figure 3.4-2. Northern harrier and American kestrel were observed foraging in 

the project area. During winter, additional species, such as ferruginous hawk (Buteo regalis), rough-legged 

hawk (Buteo lagopus), Cooper’s hawk (Accipiter cooperii), and sharp-shinned hawk (Accipiter striatus) also 

utilize these landscapes (North Fork Associates 2009).  

The grassland habitats are also important nesting habitat for many ground-nesting birds, such as western 

meadowlark (Sturnella neglecta) and California horned lark (Eremophila alpestris) and are home to several 

common reptiles such as gopher snake (Pituophis melanoleucus), valley garter snake (Thamnophis sirtalis 

fitchi), and western fence lizard (Sceloporus occidentalis) (North Fork Associates 2009).  

3.4.2.8 Special-Status Species 

Special-status species are plants and wildlife that are legally protected under the federal Endangered 

Species Act (ESA) and the California Endangered Species Act (CESA) or other regulations, and other 

plants and wildlife that are considered sufficiently rare to warrant discussion in this EIS under the 

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Special-status plants and animals that warrant discussion in 

an EIS are defined as: 

 Species listed or proposed for listing as Threatened or Endangered under the ESA (50 Code of 

Federal Regulations [CFR] 17.12 [listed plants], 50 CFR 17.11 [listed animals], and various notices 

in the Federal Register [FR] [proposed species]) 

 Species that are candidates for possible future listing as Threatened or Endangered under the 

ESA (72 FR 69034, December 6, 2007) 

 Species listed or candidates for listing by the State of California as Threatened or Endangered 

under CESA (14 CCR 670.5)  

 Species that meet the definitions of Rare, Threatened, or Endangered under the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15380) 

 Plants listed as rare or endangered under the California Native Plant Protection Act (NPPA) 

(California Fish and Game Code, Section 1900 et seq.) 

 Plants considered by the California Native Plant Society (CNPS) to be Rare, Threatened, or 

Endangered in California (Lists 1B and 2 in California Native Plant Society [2008]) 

 Plants listed by CNPS as those about which more information is needed to determine their status 

and plants of limited distribution (Lists 3 and 4 in California Native Plant Society [2008]) that 

may be included as special-status species on the basis of local significance or recent biological 

information 

 Animals listed on California Department of Fish and Game’s Special Animals List (California 

Fish and Game 2008) Animals fully protected in California (California Fish and Game Code, 

Section 3511 [birds], 4700 [mammals], and 5050 [reptiles and amphibians]) 
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The California Natural Diversity Data Base and the California Native Plant Society Inventory lists of 

species identifies 13 special-status plants and 34 special-status wildlife species for the project region. Of 

the 13 plant species and 34 wildlife species, 12 plants and 25 animals either occur within the project site or 

have some potential to occur because the project site has some areas of suitable habitat or the species are 

known from nearby locations (North Fork Associates 2009). 

The Applicant conducted special-status species surveys at the project site in 2005, 2006, and 2007. These 

included surveys of wet-season branchiopods, western spadefoot, raptors, and special-status plants. 

Information from these surveys is also presented below (North Fork Associates 2009). 

Special-Status Plants 

Twelve plant species have the potential to occur on or near the project site (North Fork Associates 2009). 

Special-status plant species that occur or have potential to occur in or near the project site are presented 

in Table 3.4-3, Special-Status Plants with Potential to occur on the Project Site, below. The Applicant 

conducted determinant-level special-status plant surveys of the project site throughout the spring and 

early summer of 2006. In addition, North Fork Associates surveyed the site in winter 2006 and April 2007. 

Dwarf downingia is the only special-status plant species known to occur within the project site. It is not 

state or federally listed, but is on the CNPS List 2.2. Potential habitat for other special-status plant species 

is present but no other special-status plant species were detected during presence/absence surveys. Based 

on the habitat present as well as plant surveys of the project site, neither of the two federally listed plant 

species (slender Orcutt grass and Sacramento Valley Orcutt grass) is likely to occur on the site. 

 

Table 3.4-3 

Special-Status Plants with Potential to occur on the Project Site 

 

Name 

Status 

Federal/State/ 

CNPS Habitat 
Likelihood of Occurrence 

in Project Region/Site 
Henderson’s bentgrass 

Agrostis hendersonii 
–/–/3.2 Moist places in grasslands, vernal 

pools 
Marginal habitat is present. 

Big-scale balsam-root 

Balsamorhiza macrolepis var. 

macrolepis 

–/–1B.2 Cismontane woodland; valley and 

foothill grassland 

Disturbance may preclude this 

species. Not observed during 

presence/absence surveys. 

Dwarf downingia 

Downingia pusilla 

–/–/2.2 Valley and foothill grassland; vernal 

pools 
Known to occur in the project 

vicinity. Suitable habitat 

present on-site.  

Bogg’s Lake hedge-hyssop 

Gratiola heterosepala 
–/E/1B.2 Vernal pools Marginal habitat is present. 

Rose mallow 

Hibiscus lasiocarpus 

–/–/2.2 Marshes and swamps 

(freshwater) 

No suitable habitat present. 

Unlikely to occur. 

Ahart’s dwarf rush 

Juncus leiospermus var. ahartii 

–/–/1B.2 Vernal pools Marginal habitat is present. 

Red Bluff dwarf rush 

Juncus leiospermus var. leiospermus 

–/–/1B.2 Vernal pools Marginal habitat present on-

site. Unlikely to occur. 



3.4 Biological Resources 

Impact Sciences, Inc. 3.4-12 Westbrook Draft EIS 

USACE #200500938  May 2013 

Name 

Status 

Federal/State/ 

CNPS Habitat 
Likelihood of Occurrence 

in Project Region/Site 
Legenere 

Legenere limosa 

–/–/1B.1 Vernal pools and seasonal wetlands Suitable habitat is present. 

Pincushion navarretia 

Navarretia myersii spp. myersii 

–/–/1B.1 Vernal pools  Suitable habitat is present. 

Slender Orcutt grass 

Orcuttia tenuis 

T/E/1B.1 Vernal pools Marginal habitat occurs in the 

project area. Prefers larger, 

deeper pools. Not known in 

Placer County. Not observed 

during presence/absence 

surveys.  

Sacramento Valley Orcutt grass 

Orcuttia viscida 

T/E/1B.1 Vernal pools Marginal habitat occurs in the 

project area. Prefers larger, 

deeper pools. Not known in 

Placer County. Not observed 

during presence/absence 

surveys. 

Sanford’s arrowhead 

Sagittaria sanfordii 
–/–/1B.2 Marshes, swamps, and other 

wetlands 
No suitable habitat present on-

site. 

    

Status explanations: 

Federal 

– = No status 

E = Listed as Endangered under the federal Endangered Species Act. 

T  = Listed as Threatened under the federal Endangered Species Act. 

State 

– = No status 

E = Listed as Endangered under the California Endangered Species 

Act. 

R = Listed as Rare under the California Endangered Species Act. 

California Native Plant Society 

1B = List 1B species: Rare, Threatened, or Endangered in 

California and elsewhere. 

2 = List 2 species: Rare, Threatened, or Endangered in 

California, but more common elsewhere. 

3 = List 3 species: plants about which we need more 

information. 

4 = List 4 species: Plants of limited distribution. 

0.1 = Seriously Endangered in California 

0.2 = Fairly Endangered in California 

0.3 = Not very Endangered in California 

 

Special-Status Wildlife 

Table 3.4-4, Special Status Wildlife Species with Potential to occur on the Project Site, below, presents 

wildlife species that were observed on the project site during field surveys or have some potential to 

occur because the project site has some areas of suitable habitat or because the species are known from 

nearby locations. 
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Table 3.4-4 

Special Status Wildlife Species with Potential to Occur on the Project Site  

 

Common and 

Scientific Names 

Status 

Federal/ 

State/ Other  Habitat Requirements 

Likelihood of Occurrence on 

Project Site 

Invertebrates 

Conservancy fairy shrimp  

Branchinecta conservatio 

E/--/-- Vernal pools, swales, seasonal 

wetlands 

Not detected during field surveys or 

reported from adjacent properties. 

Very rare in region. Only one known 

location in western Placer County. 

Marginal habitat is present on-site.  

Vernal pool fairy shrimp 

Branchinecta lynchi 

T/--/-- Vernal pools, swales, seasonal 

wetlands 

Observed on-site during field surveys. 

Vernal pool tadpole 

shrimp 

Lepidurus packardi 

E/--/-- Vernal pools, swales, seasonal 

wetlands 

Not detected during field surveys. 

Marginal habitat present on the project 

site. 

Amphibians 

California tiger 

salamander 

Ambystoma californiense  

T/SSC/-- Vernal pools, vernal pool 

grasslands, ponds  

Not observed on the project site. No 

recent or historic records of occurrence 

in western Placer County. Suitable 

habitat present on the project site. 

California red-legged frog 

Rana aurora draytonii 

T/SSC/-- Deeper pools and streams with 

emergent or overhanging 

vegetation 

Not observed on the project site. No 

recent records from western Placer 

County. No suitable habitat on or near 

the project site. 

Western spadefoot  

Spea hammondii 

--/SSC/-- Vernal pools, upland grasslands Not observed on the project site but is 

known to occur at nearby locations. 

Suitable habitat present on the project 

site. 

Reptiles 

Western pond turtle 

Actinemys marmorata  

--/SSC/-- Ponds, marshes, river, streams and 

ditches with basking sites and 

vegetation 

Not observed on the project site. 

Suitable habitat located adjacent to but 

not on the project site.  

Giant garter snake 

Thamnophis couchi gigas 

T/T/-- Streams, irrigation channels, 

seasonal wetlands 

Not observed on-site. Marginal habitat 

present on the project site.  

Birds 

Tricolored blackbird  

Agelaius tricolor 

--/SSC/-- Open water areas with tall 

emergent vegetation or in willow 

and blackberry thickets  

Not observed on the project site. No 

suitable nesting habitat present on the 

project site.  

Great egret (rookery) 

Ardea alba 

* Colonial nester in tall trees Rookery not observed on-site. No 

suitable habitat present on-site.  
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Common and 

Scientific Names 

Status 

Federal/ 

State/ Other  Habitat Requirements 

Likelihood of Occurrence on 

Project Site 

Great blue heron 

(rookery) 

Ardea herodias 

* Colonial nester in tall trees Rookery not observed on the project 

site. No suitable habitat present on-

site.  

Western burrowing owl  

Athene cunicularia 

--/SSC/-- Grasslands, agricultural lands.  Not observed on the project site. 

Known to occur to the south and north 

of the project site. Suitable nesting and 

foraging habitat on-site.  

Swainson’s hawk 

Buteo swainsoni 

--/T/--/-- Grasslands, agricultural lands Known nest sites near the project site. 

Suitable nesting and foraging habitat 

on the project site.  

Ferruginous hawk 

Buteo regalis 

--/SSC/-- Grasslands, agricultural lands Winter foraging habitat only. 

Northern harrier 

Circus cyaneus 

--/SSC/-- Grasslands, seasonal wetlands, 

agricultural lands 

Known to occur on-site. Suitable 

foraging habitat. Marginal nesting 

habitat present on-site. 

Snowy egret (rookery) 

Egretta thula 

* Colonial nester in dense tules Rookery not observed on-site. No 

suitable habitat.  

White-tailed kite 

Elanus leucurus 

--/FP/-- Open grassland, and farmlands. 

Nests in tall trees near foraging 

areas 

Suitable foraging habitat on the project 

site. Suitable nesting habitat in the 

northwest corner of the site. 

Greater sandhill crane 

Grus candadensis tabida 

--/-T/-- Seasonal wetlands, irrigated 

pastures, alfalfa and corn fields 

Marginal winter foraging habitat. Has 

not been observed on-site. No nesting 

habitat present on-site. 

Loggerhead shrike 

Lanius ludovicianus 

--/SSC/-- Grasslands, pastures, agricultural 

lands 

Known to occur on-site. Observed 

foraging on-site. Suitable foraging and 

marginal nesting habitat. 

California black rail 

Laterallus jamaicesis 

--/T/-- Shallow, perennial freshwater 

marshes 

No potential to occur on the project 

site. No nesting habitat present on-site.  

Long-billed curlew 

Numenius americanus 

--/--/-- Winter foraging and roosting 

habitat consists of pasturelands, 

seasonal wetlands, and some 

cultivated lands 

Wintering foraging present on-site. 

Black-crowned night-

heron (rookery) 

Nycticorax nycticorax 

* Colonial nester in trees and tule 

patches 

Rookery has not been observed on-site. 

No suitable habitat present on-site.  
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Common and 

Scientific Names 

Status 

Federal/ 

State/ Other  Habitat Requirements 

Likelihood of Occurrence on 

Project Site 

Mammals 

Pallid bat 

Antrozous pallidus 

--/SSC/WBWG: 

High priority 

Shrublands, grasslands, woodlands, 

forests; rocky areas, caves, hollow 

trees 

Suitable foraging habitat only.  

Townsend’s big-eared bat 

Corynorhinus townsendii 

townsendii 

--/SSC/WBWG: 

High priority 

Most low to mid elevation habitats; 

caves, mines, and buildings for 

roosting 

Suitable foraging habitat only.  

Yuma myotis  

Myotis yumanensis 

--/SSC/ WBWG: 

Low priority 

Forests and woodlands; caves, 

mines, and buildings for roosting 

Suitable foraging habitat only.  

    

Status explanations: 

Federal 

E = listed as Endangered under the federal Endangered 

Species Act. 

T = listed as Threatened under the federal Endangered 

Species Act. 

C   = species for which USFWS has on file sufficient 

information on biological vulnerability and threat(s) to 

support issuance of a proposed rule to list, but issuance 

of the proposed rule is precluded. 

– = no listing. 

State 

E = listed as Endangered under the California Endangered 

Species Act. 

T = listed as Threatened under the California Endangered 

Species Act. 

FP = fully protected under the California Fish and Game Code. 

SSC = species of special concern in California. 

– = no listing. 

Other 

IUCN-NT = The World Conservation Union, near Threatened 

species 

– = no listing. 

*- Rookeries are tracked and are of special interest to the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) 

Western Bat Working Group (WBWG) Available: http://www.wbwg.org/) 

High priority = species are imperiled or at high risk of imperilment 

Moderate priority = this designation indicates a level of concern that should warrant closer evaluation, more research, and conservation 

actions of both the species and possible threats. A lack of meaningful information is a major obstacle in adequately assessing these species' 

status and should be considered a threat  

Low priority = While there may be localized concerns, the overall status of the species is believed to be secure.  

 

Federal Special-Status Wildlife Species 

Federally Listed Invertebrates 

Three federally listed invertebrates have a potential to occur in seasonal wetland habitats on the project 

site: vernal pool tadpole shrimp (Lepidurus packardi) and Conservancy fairy shrimp (Branchinecta 

conservatio), both federally listed as Endangered species, and vernal pool fairy shrimp (Branchinecta 

lynchi), federally listed as a Threatened species. These species occur in vernal pools and other seasonal 

wetland habitats throughout the Central Valley, and are known to occur or potentially occur in western 

Placer County. There are numerous records of vernal pool fairy shrimp in southwestern Placer County. 

There are few records of vernal pool tadpole shrimp. The Conservancy fairy shrimp was recently 

detected in western Placer County, which has resulted in an expansion of the range for this species that 

includes the project site (North Fork Associates 2009; USFWS 2007). As a result of urbanization, 

populations of these species have declined throughout their range.  

These species occur within a range of specific environmental conditions that include soil type, vegetation 

characteristics, water depth, water temperature, inundation duration, and water quality (North Fork 
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Associates 2009). The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) requires two-year protocol surveys to 

assume absence (North Fork Associates 2009; USFWS 1995).  

Based on protocol surveys for listed invertebrates in the 2005–2006 and 2006–2007 wet seasons, the 

Applicant’s consultant reports that two watersheds entirely within the project site and two watersheds 

partially within the project site were occupied by listed invertebrates, while three of the watersheds on 

the project site were not occupied (Figure 3.4-3, Project Site Jurisdictional Wetlands and Watersheds) 

(ECORP 2006a and ECORP 2007c). Vernal pool fairy shrimp were detected during these surveys, but 

neither vernal pool tadpole shrimp nor Conservancy fairy shrimp were detected. Both of these species 

have a very restricted known distribution in western Placer County compared with the vernal pool fairy 

shrimp making them unlikely to occur on the project site. The Applicant conducted the survey by 

dividing the site into watersheds and sampling each watershed. If a listed branchiopod was detected, the 

Applicant stopped further sampling in that watershed and assumed that all suitable habitat within that 

watershed was occupied. In watersheds where no listed invertebrates were detected in the first wet 

season, the Applicant continued sampling for two full wet seasons (Gibson & Skordal 2010). 

Table 3.4-5, Listed Invertebrates Potential Habitat within Project Impact Area, below, presents the 

potential habitat for listed invertebrates present on the project site, organized in terms of potential habitat 

within watersheds where invertebrates were detected and potential habitat within watersheds where the 

species were not detected, as well as the total potential habitat within the project impact area. 

 

Table 3.4-5 

Listed Invertebrates Potential Habitat within Project Impact Area 
 

Type 

Acres of Potential Habitat 

within Occurrence 

Detected Watersheds 

Acres of Potential 

Habitat within No 

Occurrence Detected 

Watersheds Total Potential Habitat  

Vernal Pools 2.38 0.22 2.60 

Seasonal Wetlands 1.17 0.21 1.38 

Wetland Swales 6.15 1.64 7.80 

Swale Depressional 1.18 0.00 1.18 

Total* 9.70 2.07 11.78 

    

Source: Gibson & Skordal 2012a; Impact Sciences 2012 

* Total includes vernal pools, seasonal wetlands, and wetland swale habitat. Swale depressional is a subset of wetland swale habitat. 

 

The habitat used by the branchiopods that are documented to occur within the project impact area 

includes vernal pools, and other similar seasonally flooded depression and depressional seasonal 

wetlands. Aquatic habitat that is not considered to be suitable branchiopod habitat includes streams and 

perennial ponds. As the table above shows, within the watersheds where listed invertebrates were 

detected, there are a total of 2.38 acres (0.96 hectare) of vernal pools, 1.17 acres (0.47 hectare) of seasonal 

wetlands, 6.15 acres (2.49 hectares) of wetland swales, and 1.18 acres (0.48 hectare) of swale depressional 

habitat; this amounts to 10.88 acres (4.40 hectares) of aquatic habitat in these watersheds.  
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Outside of the watersheds where listed invertebrates were detected, there is a total of 0.22 acre 

(0.09 hectare) of vernal pools, 0.21 acre (0.08 hectare) of seasonal wetlands, 1.64 acres (0.66 hectare) of 

wetland swales, and no swale depression habitat. If the acres of aquatic habitat in watersheds where 

listed invertebrates were not detected are added in, the project impact area contains about 12.96 acres 

(5.24 hectares) of potential aquatic habitat for listed invertebrates.  

California tiger salamander (CTS) 

CTS is a federally listed Threatened species and a state species of special concern. It can be found 

throughout Central California in vernal pools and seasonal ponds, including stock ponds, in grassland, 

from sea level to about 1,500 feet (about 460 meters). There are no known CTS occurrences in the vicinity 

of the project site. No species-specific surveys were conducted for the salamander. However, the species 

was not detected during extensive vernal pool and seasonal wetland surveys for listed branchiopods and 

western spadefoot (North Fork Associates 2009). In addition, CTS are not known to occur in Placer 

County, and the nearest occurrence is in southern Sacramento County (Gibson and Skordal 2012a). 

Therefore, CTS is unlikely to occur on the project site. However, the site is within CTS range and the site 

contains suitable breeding and aestivation habitat. 

California red-legged frog (CRLF)  

CRLF is a federally listed Threatened species and is designated as a state species of special concern. Once 

common, most of the remaining populations occur in the Coast Ranges. The nearest known occurrence in 

Placer County is at Michigan Bluff, approximately 50 miles (80 kilometers) northeast of the project site in 

the Sierra foothills. No CRLF have been found in the site vicinity. Although the project site is in the 

species’ historic range, it does not contain suitable habitat which consists perennial streams with riparian 

vegetation. Therefore, CRLF is unlikely to occur on the project site.  

Giant garter snake 

Giant garter snake is a state and federally listed Threatened species. The project site is not within the 

known current distribution of giant garter snake. The Natomas Basin contains the nearest known 

occurrence, approximately 5 miles (8 kilometers) to the west. Because the on-site intermittent creeks 

(about 0.95 acre or 0.38 hectare in area), located in the northwestern corner of the project site, are 

hydrologically connected to the Natomas Basin, the species has a low potential to occur in the 

northwestern portion of the project site. 

Valley elderberry longhorn beetle 

The valley elderberry longhorn beetle (VELB) is federally listed as a Threatened species. It is a wood 

boring beetle that is dependent on its host plant, the elderberry shrub (Sambucus spp.), which occurs in 

riparian forests and savannahs near riparian areas and some other habitats. The range of the species is the 

Central Valley from southern Shasta County to Fresno County. As elderberry shrubs are not present 

within the project site or the off-site impact area, VELB has no potential to occur on the site. 
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State Special-Status Wildlife Species 

Western spadefoot toad  

Western spadefoot toad is a state species of special concern. It occurs throughout the Central Valley and 

adjacent foothills up to 4,500 feet (1,371 meters). There are four occurrences within 5 miles (8 kilometers) 

of the project site (ECORP 2006d and 2007b). All of the recorded sites have likely been disturbed or are 

threatened due to past and ongoing urbanization in the Roseville area. While the project site contains 

1.81 acres of suitable habitat for the spadefoot, species-specific surveys conducted by the Applicant in 

2006 and 2007 on the majority of the site did not detect the species (North Fork Associates 2009). 

Western pond turtle 

Western pond turtle is a state species of special concern. The species occurs throughout California from 

the coast to mid elevation Sierra Nevada. The species is associated with permanent water bodies that 

include basking sites and sufficient prey. They also use upland areas to aestivate and to overwinter. There 

are no stock ponds or other permanent bodies of water on the project site. A large stock pond is present 

within the off-site impact area to the west of the site and, therefore, there is a potential for the species to 

occur in the uplands near the pond, but not on the vast majority of the project site.  

Greater sandhill crane  

Greater sandhill crane is a state-listed Threatened species. Portions of the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta 

and Cosumnes River basin are principal wintering grounds for the crane. Most traditional foraging areas 

are near communal roost sites (within 2-3 miles or 3-5 kilometers) that are flooded with several inches of 

standing or slowly moving water. Foraging habitat includes harvested fields, irrigated pastures, alfalfa 

fields, and seasonally flooded habitats. Due to marginal foraging habitat on the project site and the fact 

that the site does not provide suitable nesting habitat, the potential for the species to occur on the project 

site is low (North Fork Associates 2009).  

Northern harrier  

Northern harrier is a state species of special concern. The northern harrier is a ground-nesting raptor, 

which nests on the ground in marsh, grassland, and some agricultural habitats, particularly grain fields. 

They forage in seasonal wetland, grassland, and agricultural habitats. Several adult northern harriers 

were observed foraging on the project site during the raptor survey conducted by the Applicant (ECORP 

2006b); therefore the entire site is potential foraging habitat for the northern harrier. There is limited 

potential for the northern harrier to nest on-site. 

White-tailed kite  

White-tailed kite is a state species of special concern and a state fully protected species. The white-tailed 

kite nests in riparian forests and woodlands, and occasionally in isolated trees. They forage in grasslands, 

seasonal wetlands, and agricultural fields. A possible white-tailed kite nest was observed in a locust tree 

along Curry Creek near Baseline Road during the 2007 surveys. The project site does not provide nesting 
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habitat but does provide suitable foraging habitat throughout the entire project site for the white-tailed 

kite (North Fork Associates 2009). 

Swainson’s hawk  

Swainson’s hawk is a state-listed Threatened species. It nests in riparian forests, remnant oak woodlands, 

isolated trees, and roadside trees. It forages primarily in agricultural habitats, particularly those that 

optimize availability of prey, and also uses irrigated pastures and annual grasslands. Although no nest 

sites are present on the project site, nest sites are known to occur in the vicinity of the site. The entire site 

is considered suitable foraging habitat for Swainson’s hawk (North Fork Associates 2009). 

Ferruginous hawk  

Ferruginous hawk is designated as a state species of special concern. It typically does not nest in 

California. Individuals migrate into California during the winter where they utilize open grassland and 

agricultural land for foraging and roosting. The project site provides suitable grassland wintering habitat 

for this species. While it probably is only an occasional visitor, its potential for occurrence during the 

winter is high (North Fork Associates 2009).  

California black rail 

California black rail is a state-listed Threatened species. The black rail typically inhabits marshes 

dominated by bulrushes and cattails. A relatively narrow range of conditions is required for occupancy 

and successful breeding. The black rail breeds in marshland with a specific water depth. Too much water 

will prevent nesting and too little water will lead to abandonment of the site. Suitable nesting habitat is 

currently lacking on the project site and it is highly unlikely that this species could nest on the project site 

(North Fork Associates 2009).  

Western burrowing owl  

Western burrowing owl is a state species of special concern. It is a small ground-dwelling owl that 

typically occupies the burrows created by ground squirrels. The species also occupies artificial habitats, 

such as those created by pipes and small culverts. Burrowing owls forage in grassland and agricultural 

habitats with low vegetative height. A burrowing owl was recorded occupying a debris pile south of the 

project site in October 2005. It was not observed during subsequent surveys in 2006 and no burrowing 

owls or active burrows were detected during the most recent field survey in 2007 (North Fork Associates 

2009). The nearest recorded burrowing owl occurrence is approximately 1 mile north of the project site 

and that owl has presumably been displaced as a result of the development of the West Roseville Specific 

Plan. An evaluation of the habitat during the April 2007 field surveys determined that the project site had 

relatively little ground squirrel activity and thus few potential nesting opportunities for burrowing owl. 

However, because the site is dominated by annual grassland and ground squirrel activity could be 

established on the site at any point in time, the entire site is considered suitable nesting habitat for 

burrowing owls and is likely occasionally used for foraging by the species (North Fork Associates 2009).  
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Tri-colored blackbird  

Tri-colored blackbird is a state species of special concern. The species breeds in colonies that require open 

accessible water, a protected nesting area (including either flooded or thorny or spiny vegetation), and 

a suitable foraging area providing adequate insect prey within a few miles of the nesting colony. The 

tri-colored blackbird was not observed during the field surveys. Potential nesting habitat exists nearby in 

the cattail marsh along Curry Creek but this habitat is not on the project site. The grasslands on the 

project site provide suitable foraging habitat. The nearest known reported occurrence is in Lincoln 

(North Fork Associates 2009).  

Loggerhead shrike  

Loggerhead shrike is a state species of special concern. The species prefers open habitats with scattered 

trees, shrubs, posts, fences, utility lines, or other perches. It nests in small trees and shrubs, and forages in 

pastures and agricultural lands. One loggerhead shrike was observed during the field survey in April 

2007. No nests were located. The entire project site is suitable foraging habitat, while nesting habitat is 

limited due to lack of trees and shrubs on the project site (North Fork Associates 2009).  

Heron and Egret Rookeries  

Heron and egret rookeries are colonial nesting sites for heron and egret species. While these species are 

not considered special-status species, rookeries are included on the CDFW’s special animals list because 

these breeding colonies can support a large segment of local populations. There are currently no 

rookeries on the project site. As these species typically nest in association with marshes and irrigated 

pastureland or irrigated cropland that provides a greater source of food than do the un-irrigated 

pasturelands on the project site, the occurrence of a rookery on the site is considered unlikely (North Fork 

Associates 2009). 

3.4.2.9 Alternative Site and Off-Site Infrastructure Corridors – Location and 

Setting 

The 406-acre (164-hectare) alternative site is located approximately 3 miles (4.8 kilometers) to the 

northeast of the project site within unincorporated Placer County. The alternative site is bounded by the 

Roseville City limit to the south and the Sunset Industrial area to the east. Open rangeland is located to 

the west and north. The site is also bisected by West Sunset Boulevard and North Foothills Boulevard. 

Elevations on the site range from approximately 115 to 145 feet (35 to 44 meters) above mean sea level 

(Salix Consulting 2012). 

The majority of the alternative site is composed of annual grassland, as shown in Figure 3.4-4a, Off-Site 

Alternative – Biological Communities and Waters of the US, and Figure 3.4-4b, Off-Site Alternative 

Infrastructure Corridors – Biological Communities and Waters of the US. Approximately 9 acres 

(4 hectares) of developed or disturbed areas occur within the alternative site and include the Roseville 

Electric Power Plant and access road located along the southern boundary of the site; a berm; fire breaks; 

and paved roads that bisect the site. 

  



Off-Site Study Area  

Open Space Preserve

Off-Site Alternative
Habitat Legend

Habitat
Annual Grassland

Riparian

Developed/Disturbed

Waters/Wetlands
Intermittent Stream

Seasonal Wetland

Vernal Pool

Wetland Swale

Off-Site Alternative – Biological Communities and Waters of the US

FIGURE 3.4-4a

1122.001•04/13

SOURCE: Salix Consulting, Inc., April 2013

APPROXIMATE SCALE IN FEET

1,100 550 0 1,100

n



Off-Site Study Area  

Open Space Preserve

Habitat
Annual Grassland

Riparian
Developed/Disturbed

Waters/Wetlands
Intermittent Stream
Seasonal Wetland
Vernal Pool
Wetland Swale

Off-Site Alternative
Habitat Legend

Off-Site Alternative Infrastructure Corridors – Biological Communities and Waters of the US

FIGURE 3.4-4b

1122-001•04/13

SOURCE: Salix Consulting, Inc., April 2013

APPROXIMATE SCALE IN FEET

1,520 760 0 1,520

n



3.4 Biological Resources 

Impact Sciences, Inc. 3.4-24 Westbrook Draft EIS 

USACE #200500938  May 2013 

The site has historically been grazed but is currently fallow, and vegetation is composed primarily of 

non-native annual grassland. The site is bordered to the south by a residential development, to the east 

by industrial development, and to the north and west by open pastureland dominated by annual 

grasslands. An intermittent stream that is a tributary of Pleasant Grove Creek runs in a southerly 

direction through the southeastern portion of the site. Seasonal wetland swales are scattered throughout 

the site and generally drain from west to east. Seasonal wetlands and a few vernal pools occur on the site 

(Salix Consulting 2012). 

Off-Site utility improvements would be required to serve development on the alternative site. These 

improvements include two storm drains and storm water detention basins in the area to the west of the 

alternative site; 24-inch (61-centimeter) and 18-inch (46-centimeter) wastewater lines that would extend 

off-site to the west and connect to a new 36-inch (91-centimeter) main located in Fiddyment Road that 

would carry wastewater into an existing 48-inch main (122-centimeter) along the Pleasant Grove Creek 

corridor, and, ultimately convey the wastewater to the Pleasant Grove Wastewater Treatment Plant 

(PGWWTP) (Salix Consulting 2012). The infrastructure corridors serving the Off-Site Alternative are 

shown in Figure 3.4-4a and 3.4-4b. 

3.4.2.10 Alternative Site and Off-Site Infrastructure Corridors – Biological 

Communities 

Plant Communities and Habitat Types  

Three general biological communities and habitat types are located on the alternative site and along the 

infrastructure corridors. These are annual grassland, riparian woodland, and disturbed/developed. 

Table 3.4-6, Alternative Site and Off-Site Infrastructure Corridors Biological Communities and Waters 

of the U.S. below provides the estimated acreage of the habitat types (Salix Consulting 2012).  

 

Table 3.4-6 

Alternative Site and Off-Site Infrastructure Corridors, Biological Communities, and Waters of the U.S. 
 

Type Alternative Site (Acres1) Off-Site Infrastructure Corridors (Acres1) 

Biological Communities 

Annual Grassland  394 12 

Riparian Woodland 3 <1 

Disturbed/Developed 9 5 

Waters of the U.S.2 

Intermittent Stream  3.0 <0.1 

Wetland Swale 7.9 <0.1 

Vernal Pools  0.6 <0.1 

Seasonal Wetlands 4.3 <0.1 

    

Source: Salix Consulting 2012 
1 Acreage values are approximate and are not based on data from wetland delineations.  
2 Values include a 250-foot buffer around the site. 
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Annual Grassland  

The majority of the alternative site and infrastructure corridors is covered with non-native annual 

grassland. Common plant species in the annual grassland habitat include medusahead grass, filaree, wild 

oat, wild radish, lesser hawkbit, soft chess brome, wild oat, ryegrass, Fitch’s spikeweed, and rose clover. 

Wetlands, including some vernal pools, seasonal wetlands, and wetland swales, occur in scattered 

locations throughout the annual grassland and fallow fields within the alternative site. Typical plant 

species in these vernal pool and seasonal wetland habitats include coyote thistle, popcorn flower, 

Fremont’s goldfields, spikerush, variegated clover, annual ryegrass, and Mediterranean barley (Salix 

Consulting 2012). The annual grassland on the alternative site and infrastructure corridors provides 

nesting sites, roosting, and foraging habitat for various wildlife species, as described in Subsection 

3.4.2.13 Alternative Site and Off-Site Infrastructure Corridors – Wildlife. 

Riparian Woodland 

The portion of the intermittent stream that runs through the alternative site supports patchy reaches of 

riparian woodland. Vegetation within the riparian areas include: Valley oak, live oak, Himalayan 

blackberry, several willow species, and common rush (Salix Consulting 2012).  

The infrastructure corridor passes through a small portion of the riparian habitat associated with Pleasant 

Grove Creek. Vegetation associated with Pleasant Grove Creek is similar to that found along the 

intermittent stream, but contains large stands of mature Valley oak trees (Salix Consulting 2012). The 

riparian woodland on the alternative site and infrastructure corridors provides nesting sites, roosting, 

and foraging habitat for various wildlife species, as described in Subsection 3.4.2.13 Alternative Site and 

Off-Site Infrastructure Corridors – Wildlife. 

Disturbed/Developed 

Developed portions of the alternative site primarily include the Roseville Electric Power Plant and access 

road along the southern boundary of the site. In addition, two roads (West Sunset Boulevard and North 

Foothills Boulevard) bisect the site. A berm runs parallel to North Foothills Boulevard on the western 

side, and several firebreaks are cut along the roads and intermittent stream (Salix Consulting 2012). The 

off-site infrastructure corridor runs along a half-mile stretch of Fiddyment Road adjacent to a housing 

development. It then crosses Fiddyment Road just north of the bridge over Pleasant Grove Creek (Salix 

Consulting 2012). 

3.4.2.11 Alternative Site and Off-Site Infrastructure Corridors – Waters of the 

United States 

The alternative site contains a total of approximately 9.2 acres (3.7 hectares) of waters of the U.S., which 

consist of intermittent streams, seasonal wetlands, vernal pools, and wetland swales (Table 3.4-7, 

Alternative Site Waters of the U.S.). An additional 6.6 acres (2.7 hectares) of potential jurisdictional 

waters are present within 250 feet of the boundary of the alternative site for a total of 15.8 acres 

(6.4 hectares). 

A wetland delineation prepared for Placer Ranch, in 2002 by ECORP Consulting, Inc. was reviewed for 

the entire alternative site. Portions of this mapping were incorporated and adjusted where needed to 

reflect current conditions. Photo interpretation and a limited site investigation were conducted in August 
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2012 to estimate the wetland areas where no data was available. Areas that were observed throughout the 

alternative site and along the infrastructure corridor that would qualify as waters of the U.S. are briefly 

described below. The following summarizes the water features that occur on the project site.  

 

Table 3.4-7 

Alternative Site Waters of the U.S. (in Acres) 

 

Type Alternative Site 

250 feet of Site 

Boundary 

Vernal pools 0.2 0.4 

Wetland swales 2.7 5.2 

Seasonal wetlands 4.2 0.1 

Intermittent streams 2.1 0.9 

Total 9.2 6.6 

    

Source: Gibson & Skordal 2012a 

 

Intermittent Stream 

One intermittent stream occurs in the southeastern portion of the alternative site. In the past, this stream 

received artificial inputs from the industrial area just north of the alternative site, and it had become a 

perennial feature. The majority of these inputs have ceased, and the stream has reverted to an 

intermittent stream with flows that are more typical and historic. It does, however, receive occasional dry 

season urban runoff. The portion of the intermittent stream that runs through the alternative site supports 

herbaceous emergent wetland vegetation and limited areas of riparian woodland. Typical plant species 

observed along the stream during the August site investigation include Himalayan blackberry, common 

and Baltic rush, cattail, and tall flatsedge. Coyote brush is establishing along the margins of the stream as 

it is converting back to an intermittent feature with extended dry periods. Vegetation within the riparian 

areas includes Valley oak, live oak, common rush, and several willow species. Approximately 2.1 acres 

(0.8 hectare) of intermittent stream habitat are estimated to occur on the alternative site and an additional 

0.9 acre (0.4 hectare) within 250 feet of the site boundary (Salix Consulting 2012). 

Wetland Swale 

A few wetland swales are scattered throughout the alternative site. Most of the wetland swales on the site 

appear to be natural features that generally drain in a southwestern direction. One of the swales crosses 

both North Foothills Boulevard and West Sunset Boulevard and is a tributary to the intermittent stream 

in the southeastern corner of the alternative site. A berm has been constructed across this swale just west 

of North Foothills Boulevard, presumably to prevent water from flooding the road. Two large seasonal 

wetlands have formed, one to the west of the berm and one between the berm and North Foothills 

Boulevard. Vegetation within the swale features includes ryegrass, lesser hawkbit, Vasey’s coyote thistle, 

Mediterranean barley, and filaree. Approximately 2.7 acres (1.1 hectares) of wetland swales are estimated 

to occur on the alternative site and an additional 5.2 acres (2.1 hectares) within 250 feet of the site 
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boundary. The infrastructure corridor crosses a swale system as it traverses the field just east of 

Fiddyment Road (Salix Consulting 2012). 

Vernal Pools and Seasonal Wetlands 

The alternative site contains vernal pools and seasonal wetlands, both types being depressional. The 

vernal pools support a mostly native flora including Vasey’s coyote-thistle, stipitate popcornflower, 

dwarf wooly marbles, needle-leaved navarretia, and white-flowered navarretia. The seasonal wetlands 

support fewer vernal pool species and more grass and non-native cover including ryegrass and 

Mediterranean barley. Precipitation is likely the main source of water for most of the pools on the site, 

although runoff from the adjacent micro-watershed also contributes. Approximately 0.2 acre 

(0.08 hectare) of vernal pools and 4.2 acres (1.7 hectares) of seasonal wetlands are estimated to occur on 

the alternative site and an additional 0.4 acre (0.2 hectare) of vernal pools and 0.1 acre (0.04 hectare) of 

seasonal wetlands within 250 feet of the site boundary. It is estimated that the infrastructure corridor 

crosses approximately 0.2 acre (0.08 hectare) of vernal pools and seasonal wetlands that occur in the open 

field between the alternative site and Fiddyment Road. There appears to be a minor or negligible amount 

of vernal pools and seasonal wetlands within the proposed wastewater pipeline alignment near Pleasant 

Grove Creek (Salix Consulting 2012). 

3.4.2.12 Alternative Site and Off-Site Infrastructure Corridors – Tree Resources 

Valley oaks, live oaks, and arborescent willows occur in the riparian areas associated with the 

intermittent stream in the southeastern portion of the site and Pleasant Grove Creek which is adjacent to 

the infrastructure corridor (Salix Consulting 2012).  

3.4.2.13 Alternative Site and Off-Site Infrastructure Corridors – Wildlife 

The open annual grassland areas within the alternative site and infrastructure corridors are expected to 

provide habitat for a wide variety of wildlife species, including year-round foraging habitat for resident 

raptors such as American kestrel, red-tailed hawk and white-tailed kite, and seasonal foraging habitat for 

migratory raptors that winter in the region, such as ferruginous hawk. Swainson’s hawk may utilize the 

grasslands for spring and summer forage. Additional wildlife species typical of annual grassland habitat 

in western Placer County include western meadowlark, American crow, Brewer’s blackbird, white-

crowned sparrow, killdeer, savannah sparrow, yellow-billed magpie, mourning dove, European starling, 

black-tailed hare, coyote, and California ground squirrel. 

Most of the basin wetlands on the project site and within the infrastructure corridors are marginal to 

suitable habitat for listed large branchiopod species (vernal pool fairy shrimp and possibly vernal pool 

tadpole shrimp) (Salix Consulting 2012). The wetlands scattered throughout the site also provide seasonal 

nesting and foraging habitat for a variety of migratory waterfowl and wading birds. 

Wildlife species expected to utilize the small patches of riparian habitat that contain standing water 

include Sierran treefrog, red-winged blackbird, mallard, great egret, Canada goose, and belted kingfisher. 

The intermittent stream on the alternative site does not flow long enough to support fish species 

including anadromous fish, such as Chinook salmon or steelhead. Pleasant Grove Creek which would be 

crossed by the infrastructure corridor is considered to be habitat for anadromous fish (Salix Consulting 

2012). It is unlikely that the trees associated with the riparian areas of the intermittent stream would 
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provide roosting and nesting opportunities for raptors such as great horned owl, barn owl, and red-tailed 

hawk because they are not mature and occur in small patches. The riparian habitat associated with 

Pleasant Grove Creek is mature and is considered to be habitat for the above-mentioned species. 

Structures associated with the Roseville Electric Power Plant may provide limited roosting for some bat 

species known from the region. 

3.4.2.14 Alternative Site and Off-Site Infrastructure Corridors – Special-Status Plant 

and Wildlife Species 

Table 3.4-8, Special-Status Plant and Wildlife Species with Potential to occur on the Alternative Site, 

below provides an overview of special-status plant and wildlife species with the potential to occur on the 

alternative site and within the infrastructure corridors.  

 

Table 3.4-8 

Special-Status Plant and Wildlife Species with Potential to occur on the Alternative Site 

 

Name 

Federal/St

ate/ 

CNPS Habitat 
Likelihood of Occurrence in Project 

Region/Alternative Site 
Plants 

Big-scale balsam-root 
Balsamorhiza macrolepis var. 

macrolepis 

–/–1B.2 Cismontane woodland; valley 
and foothill grassland 

(sometimes serpentinite) 

Marginal habitat is present on-site. 

Hispid bird’s-beak 

Chloropyron molle ssp. 

hispidum 

--/--/1B.2 Alkali sink, saline soils valley 

grassland; wetland riparian, 

meadows, playas 

No suitable habitat is present on-site. No alkali 

or saline soils present on-site. 

Brandegee’s clarkia 

Clarkia biloba ssp. Brandegeeae 

--/--/1B.2 Foothill woodland, yellow pine 

forest, chaparral, typically 

above 700 feet 

No suitable habitat is present on-site. Site is 

below elevation range. 

Dwarf downingia 

Downingia pusilla 

–/–/2.2 Valley and foothill grassland 

(mesic); vernal pools, seasonal 
wetlands, and wetland swales 

Suitable habitat is present on-site. Several 

occurrences in region surrounding alternative 
site.  

Stinkbells 
Fritillaria agrestis 

--/--/4.2 Chaparral, valley grassland, 
foothill woodland, wetland-

riparian 

Marginal habitat is present on-site. 

Bogg’s Lake hedge-hyssop 

Gratiola heterosepala 
–/E/1B.2 Vernal pools Marginal habitat is present on-site. Known 

occurrences in the region. 

Ahart’s dwarf rush 

Juncus leiospermus var. ahartii 

–/–/1B.2 Vernal pools Suitable habitat is present on-site. 

Legenere 

Legenere limosa 

–/–/1B.1 Vernal pools and seasonal 

wetlands 

Suitable habitat is present on-site. Known 

occurrences in region surrounding the 

alternative site. 

Pincushion navarretia 

Navarretia myersii spp. myersii 

–/–/1B.1 Vernal pools  Suitable habitat is present on-site. 

Sacramento Valley Orcutt 

grass 

Orcuttia viscida 

T/E/1B.1 Vernal pools No suitable habitat is present on-site. Requires 

larger and deeper vernal pools. Not known 

from Placer County. 

Sanford’s arrowhead 

Sagittaria sanfordii 
–/–/1B.2 Marshes, swamps, and 

other wetlands 
Suitable habitat present on-site.  
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Name 

Federal/St

ate/ 

CNPS Habitat 
Likelihood of Occurrence in Project 

Region/Alternative Site 
Invertebrates 

Conservancy fairy shrimp  

Branchinecta conservatio 

E/--/-- Vernal pools, swales, seasonal 

wetlands 

Marginal habitat is present on-site. Very rare in 

the region. Only one known location in 

western Placer County. 

Vernal pool fairy shrimp 

Branchinecta lynchi 

T/--/-- Vernal pools, swales, seasonal 

wetlands 

Suitable habitat is present on-site. Numerous 

known occurrences in the vicinity of the 

alternative site. 

Vernal pool tadpole shrimp 

Lepidurus packardi 

E/--/-- Vernal pools, swales, seasonal 

wetlands 

Marginal habitat is present on-site. Rare in 

Placer County.  

Valley elderberry longhorn 

beetle 
Desmocerus californicus 

dimorphus 

T/--/-- Elderberry shrubs with stems 

greater than 1 inch in diameter 
are considered potential 

habitat. 

Suitable habitat present on-site but no 

elderberry shrubs known from site and none 
observed during reconnaissance survey. 

Amphibians 

Western spadefoot  

Spea hammondii 

--/SSC/-- Vernal pools, upland 

grasslands 

Suitable habitat present on-site. Known 

occurrences in the vicinity of the alternative 
site.  

California tiger salamander 
Ambystoma californiense  

T/SSC/-- Vernal pools, vernal pool 
grasslands, ponds  

Suitable habitat. Not observed on-site. No 
recent or historic records of occurrence in 

western Placer County. 

Reptiles 

Western pond turtle 

Actinemys marmorata  

--/SSC/-- Ponds, marshes, river, streams 

and ditches with basking sites 
and vegetation 

Marginal habitat is present on-site. The 

intermittent stream within the alternative site 
could be used as a travel corridor. Suitable 

habitat occurs along Pleasant Grove Creek. 

Giant garter snake 

Thamnophis couchi gigas 

T/T/-- Streams, irrigation channels, 

seasonal wetlands 

Marginal habitat is present on-site along 

Pleasant Grove Creek. No suitable aquatic 

habitat occurs within the alternative site. 
Known occurrences to the west in Sutter 

County. 

Birds 

Tricolored blackbird  
Agelaius tricolor 

--/SSC/-- Open water areas with tall 
emergent vegetation or in 

willow and blackberry thickets  

Marginal habitat is present on-site for nesting 
along intermittent stream in blackberry 

patches. May forage throughout the site. 

Grasshopper sparrow 

Ammodramus savannarum 

--/SSC/-- Short to middle-height, 

moderately open grassland 

with scattered shrubs 

Suitable habitat is present on-site. 

Great egret (rookery) 

Ardea alba 

* Colonial nester in tall trees Marginal rookery habitat occurs in riparian 

habitat within the alternative site. Suitable 

rookery habitat occurs within the riparian 
corridor of Pleasant Grove Creek. 

Great blue heron (rookery) 
Ardea herodias 

* Colonial nester in tall trees Marginal rookery habitat occurs in riparian 
habitat within the alternative site. Suitable 

rookery habitat occurs within the riparian 

corridor of Pleasant Grove Creek. 
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Name 

Federal/St

ate/ 

CNPS Habitat 
Likelihood of Occurrence in Project 

Region/Alternative Site 
Western burrowing owl  

Athene cunicularia 

--/SSC/-- Grasslands, agricultural lands.  Suitable foraging and nesting habitat occurs 

throughout the site. Known occurrences in the 
vicinity of the alternative site. 

Swainson’s hawk 

Buteo swainsoni 

--/T/--/-- Grasslands, agricultural lands Known nesting occurrences in vicinity of the 

alternative site. Suitable foraging and nesting 
on-site.  

White-tailed kite 

Elanus leucurus 

--/ FP/-- Open grassland, and 

farmlands. Nests in tall trees 

near foraging areas 

Suitable nesting and foraging habitat is present 

throughout site. 

California black rail 

Laterallus jamaicesis 

--/T/-- Shallow, perennial freshwater 

marshes 

Marginal habitat present in study area. No 

known occurrences in project area. 

Purple martin 

Progne subis 

--/SSC/-- Trees, cavities, bridges, utility 

poles, lava tubes, buildings; 

mesic regions near large 
wetlands or other water bodies 

Marginal habitat present in study area. 

Mammals 

Pallid bat 

Antrozous pallidus 

--

/SSC/WBWG

: High 
priority 

Shrublands, grasslands, 

woodlands, forests; rocky 

areas, caves, hollow trees 

Suitable foraging habitat; unlikely to roost due 

to lack of suitable habitat within the alternative 

site. Suitable roosting habitat within the 
riparian corridor of Pleasant Grove Creek. 

Townsend’s big-eared bat 
Corynorhinus townsendii 

townsendii 

--
/SSC/WBWG

: High 

priority 

Most low to mid elevation 
habitats; caves, mines, and 

buildings for roosting 

Suitable foraging habitat; unlikely to roost due 
to lack of suitable habitat within the alternative 

site. Suitable roosting habitat within the 

riparian corridor of Pleasant Grove Creek. 

    

Status explanations: 
Federal 

E = listed as endangered under the federal Endangered Species 

Act. 
T = listed as threatened under the federal Endangered Species 

Act. 

C   =  species for which USFWS has on file sufficient information 
on biological vulnerability and threat(s) to support issuance 

of a proposed rule to list, but issuance of the proposed rule is 

precluded. 
– = no listing. 

 

California Native Plant Society 
1B = List 1B species: rare, threatened, or endangered in California 

and elsewhere. 

2 = List 2 species: rare, threatened, or endangered in California, 
but more common elsewhere. 

3 = List 3 species: plants about which we need more information. 

4 = List 4 species: Plants of limited distribution. 
0.1 = Seriously endangered in California 

0.2 = Fairly endangered in California 

0.3 = Not very endangered in California 
 

State  

E = listed as endangered under the California Endangered 

Species Act. 
R = listed as “rare” under the California Endangered Species 

Act. 

T = listed as threatened under the California Endangered 
Species Act. 

FP = fully protected under the California Fish and Game Code. 

SSC = species of special concern in California. 
– = no listing. 

 

Other 
IUCN-NT = The World Conservation Union, near threatened species 

– = no listing. 

 

*- Rookeries are tracked and are of special interest to CDFW 

Western Bat Working Group (WBWG) Available: http://www.wbwg.org/) 
High priority = species are imperiled or at high risk of imperilment 

Moderate priority = this designation indicates a level of concern that should warrant closer evaluation,  more research, and conservation actions 

of both the species and possible threats. A lack of meaningful information is a major obstacle in adequately assessing these 
species' status and should be considered a threat  

Low priority = While there may be localized concerns, the overall status of the species is believed to be secure.  
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Federal Special-Status Wildlife Species 

Federally Listed Invertebrates 

Three federally listed invertebrates have a potential to occur in seasonal wetland habitats on the 

alternative site: vernal pool tadpole shrimp (Lepidurus packardi) and Conservancy fairy shrimp 

(Branchinecta conservatio), both federally listed as Endangered species, and vernal pool fairy shrimp 

(Branchinecta lynchi), federally listed as a Threatened species. These species and their range are described 

in further detail under Subsection 3.4.2.8 Wildlife. There is suitable habitat on the alternative site for 

vernal pool fairy shrimp. The alternative site provides marginal habitat for the vernal pool tadpole 

shrimp and Conservancy fairy shrimp (Salix Consulting 2012). 

California tiger salamander (CTS) 

CTS is described in further detail under Subsection 3.4.2.8 Wildlife. The CTS was not observed on-site 

but there is suitable habitat on the alternative site (Salix Consulting 2012). 

Giant garter snake 

Giant garter snake is described in further detail under Subsection 3.4.2.8 Wildlife. There is no suitable 

aquatic habitat for the species on the alternative site. However there is marginal habitat along Pleasant 

Grove Creek (Salix Consulting 2012). 

Valley elderberry longhorn beetle 

The valley elderberry longhorn beetle (VELB) is described in further detail under Subsection 3.4.2.8 

Wildlife. Elderberry shrubs are not present within the alternative site (Salix Consulting 2012). 

State Special-Status Wildlife Species 

Western spadefoot toad  

The western spadefoot toad is described in further detail under Subsection 3.4.2.8 Wildlife. There is 

suitable habitat for the species present on the alternative site. In addition, there have been occurrences in 

the vicinity of the alternative site (Salix Consulting 2012). 

Western pond turtle 

The western pond turtle is described in further detail under Subsection 3.4.2.8 Wildlife. There is 

marginal habitat present on the alternative site. The western pond turtle may use the intermittent stream 

within the alternative site as a travel corridor (Salix Consulting 2012). 
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White-tailed kite  

The white-tailed kite is described in further detail under Subsection 3.4.2.8 Wildlife. There is suitable 

nesting and foraging habitat throughout the alternative site (Salix Consulting 2012). 

Swainson’s hawk  

The Swainson’s hawk is described in further detail under Subsection 3.4.2.8 Wildlife. There is suitable 

nesting and foraging throughout the alternative site. In addition, there are known nesting occurrences in 

the vicinity of the alternative site (Salix Consulting 2012). 

California black rail 

The California black rail is described in further detail under Subsection 3.4.2.8 Wildlife. There is 

marginal habitat present on the alternative site. There are no known occurrences in the alternative site 

area (Salix Consulting 2012). 

Western burrowing owl  

The western burrowing owl is described in further detail under Subsection 3.4.2.8 Wildlife. There is 

suitable nesting and foraging throughout the alternative site. In addition, there are known occurrences in 

the vicinity of the alternative site (Salix Consulting 2012). 

Tri-colored blackbird  

The tri-colored blackbird is described in further detail under Subsection 3.4.2.8 Wildlife. There is 

marginal nesting habitat present along the intermittent stream in blackberry patches, on the alternative 

site. The tri-colored blackbird may forage throughout the site (Salix Consulting 2012). 

Purple martin 

The purple martin is a state species of special concern. The species prefers mesic habitat near large 

wetlands or other water bodies for foraging. The purple martin nests in trees, cavities, bridges, utility 

poles, lava tubes, and buildings. There is marginal habitat present on the alternative site (Salix Consulting 

2012).  

Heron and Egret Rookeries  

Heron and egret rookeries are described in further detail under Subsection 3.4.2.8 Wildlife. There is 

marginal rookery habitat along the intermittent stream in riparian vegetation, within the alternative site. 

In addition, there is suitable rookery habitat along the riparian corridor of Pleasant Grove Creek near the 

alternative site (Salix Consulting 2012). 
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3.4.2.15 Regional Aquatic Resources 

The Proposed Action and alternatives would receive water supply from various surface water supply 

sources (Section 3.15, Utilities and Service Systems). The City’s surface water supply source is the 

American River2 water diverted from Folsom Reservoir. While Folsom Reservoir and the lower American 

River are the source of water for the Proposed Action and alternatives, because the American River is a 

tributary to the Sacramento River and both rivers are components of the Central Valley Project (CVP), 

fish species and fisheries habitat present in the American River and the Sacramento River are described 

below along with the fisheries in the Folsom Reservoir.  

American River 

The American River, from which the City of Roseville draws its surface water, is one of two major 

tributaries of the Sacramento River, with the Feather River as the second major tributary. Based on 

historic data from 1905 through 2003, the average annual flow of the American River at Fair Oaks 

(United States Geological Survey [USGS] Station No. 11446500) is approximately 2.7 million acre-feet 

(0.33 million hectare-meters) per year (City of Roseville 2010). 

The lower American River provides a diversity of aquatic habitats, including shallow, fast-water riffles, 

glides, runs, pools, and off-channel backwater habitats. The lower American River from Nimbus Dam 

(river mile [RM] 23) to approximately Goethe Park (RM 14) is primarily unrestricted by levees, but is 

bordered by some developed areas. Natural bluffs contain this reach of the river. The river reach 

downstream of Goethe Park, extending to its confluence with the Sacramento River (RM 0), is bordered 

by levees. The construction of levees changed the channel geomorphology and has reduced river 

meanders and increased depth (City of Roseville 2010). 

At least 43 fish species occur in the lower American River system, including numerous resident native 

and introduced species, as well as several anadromous species (City of Roseville 2010). Although each 

fish species fulfills an ecological niche, several species are of primary management concern, either as a 

result of their declining numbers or their importance to recreational and/or commercial fisheries. Both 

Central Valley steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss), listed as Threatened under the federal ESA, and 

Sacramento splittail (Pogonichthys macrolepidotus), a California species of special concern and, informally, 

a federal species of concern, occur in the lower American River. Additionally, the lower American River 

from the outfall of the Natomas East Main Drainage Canal (“NEMDC,” also known as “Steelhead Creek”) 

downstream to the confluence with the Sacramento River is designated as critical habitat for spring-run 

Chinook salmon (70 FR 52512). Current recreationally and/or commercially important anadromous 

species include fall-run Chinook salmon (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha), steelhead, striped bass (Morone 

saxatilis), and American shad (Alosa sapidissima) (City of Roseville 2010). 

                                                        
2 American River from its confluence with Sacramento River up to the Nimbus Dam is designated a Wild and 

Scenic River, for its recreational value. 
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Folsom Reservoir 

Folsom Reservoir is the largest reservoir in the American River basin, with a maximum storage capacity 

of approximately 977,000 acre-feet (120,511 hectare-meters) and a maximum depth of 466 feet (142 

meters) above mean sea level (msl). The Folsom Reservoir is a component of the CVP and owned and 

operated by the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (BoR) (City of Roseville 2010).  

With respect to its qualities as fish habitat, strong thermal stratification occurs within Folsom Reservoir 

annually between April and November. Thermal stratification establishes a warm surface water layer 

(epilimnion), a middle water layer characterized by decreasing temperature with increasing depth 

(metalimnion or thermocline), and a bottom, cold-water layer (hypolimnion) within the reservoir. In 

terms of aquatic habitat, the warm epilimnion of Folsom Reservoir provides habitat for warm water 

fishes, whereas the reservoir's lower metalimnion and hypolimnion form a cold-water pool that provides 

habitat for cold-water fish species throughout the summer and fall portions of the year. Hence, Folsom 

Reservoir supports a “two-story” fishery during a major portion of the year (April through November), 

with warm water species (both centrarchids and ictalurids) using the upper, warm-water layer and cold-

water species using the deeper, colder portion of the reservoir (City of Roseville 2010). The maximum 

water surface elevation in the reservoir is 480 feet (146 meters) (BoR 2009) and the thickness of thermal 

layers varies seasonally. Temperature control devices have been installed in the reservoir to allow water 

supply operators the flexibility to selectively draw water from varying depths in Folsom Reservoir, using 

or conserving the coldest water in Folsom Reservoir. A temperature control device is operated by the 

Bureau of Reclamation at the Folsom Dam. The device allows the Bureau of Reclamation to conserve the 

cold water in Folsom Reservoir so that it can be released when it is most beneficial to fish in the lower 

American River (Water Forum 2005).  

Native species that occur in the reservoir include hardhead (Mylopharodon conocephalus) and Sacramento 

pikeminnow (Ptychocheilus grandis). However, introduced largemouth bass (Micropterus salmoides), 

smallmouth bass (Micropterus dolomieu), spotted bass (Micropterus punctulatus), bluegill (Lepomis 

macrochirus), crappie (Pomoxis), and catfish (Amereiurus spp. and Ictalurus spp.) constitute the primary 

warm-water sport fisheries of Folsom Reservoir. The reservoir’s cold-water sport species include rainbow 

and brown trout (Oncorhynchus mykiss and Salmo trutta), kokanee salmon (Oncorhynchus nerka) and 

Chinook salmon, all of which are currently or have been stocked by the California Department of Fish 

and Wildlife (CDFW). Although brown trout are no longer stocked, a population still remains in the 

reservoir. Salmonids are stream spawners and, therefore, do not reproduce within the reservoir. 

However, some spawning by one or more of these species may occur in the American River upstream of 

Folsom Reservoir (City of Roseville 2010). 
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Folsom Reservoir’s cold-water pool is important not only to the reservoir’s cold-water fish species 

identified above, but also is important to lower American River fall-run Chinook salmon and steelhead. 

Seasonal releases from the reservoir’s cold-water pool provide thermal conditions in the lower American 

River that support annual in-river production of these salmonid species. Folsom Reservoir’s cold-water 

pool is not large enough to allow for cold-water releases during the warmest months (July through 

September) to provide maximum thermal benefits to lower American River steelhead, and cold-water 

releases during October and November that would maximally benefit fall-run Chinook salmon 

immigration and holding, spawning, and embryo incubation. Nonetheless, management of the reservoir’s 

cold-water pool on an annual basis is essential to providing thermal benefits to both fall-run Chinook 

salmon and steelhead within the constraints of cold-water pool availability (City of Roseville 2010). 

Sacramento River 

The Sacramento River is the largest river in California, providing water for municipal, agricultural, 

recreational, and environmental purposes throughout Northern and Southern California. Water 

originating from the upper Sacramento River drainages represents a significant component of the total 

CVP supply, which provides high-quality water to meet downstream urban and agricultural demands. 

The Sacramento River enters the Sacramento –San Joaquin Delta at Freeport, downstream of its 

confluence with the American River, where its average annual flow is about 17 million acre-feet 

(2.1 million hectare-meters) (City of Roseville 2010).  

The upper Sacramento River, the portion of the river above Princeton (RM 163), provides a diversity of 

aquatic habitats, including fast-water riffles and shallow glides, slow-water deep glides and pools, and 

off-channel backwater habitats. Streamflow is greatly influenced by managed releases from Shasta 

Reservoir and, during the rainy season, by stormwater runoff. The stream channel is in a natural state, 

with no artificial levees. The drainage basin area includes parts or all of the Great Basin, Middle Cascade 

Mountains, Klamath Mountains, Coast Ranges, and Sacramento Valley physiographic provinces. Land 

cover in the area is mainly forestland; cropland, pastures, and rangeland cover most of the remaining 

land area. Water quality effects from past and present mining activities in the Klamath Mountains are 

likely to be detected in the upper Sacramento River (USGS 2002). 

The upper Sacramento River is of primary importance to native anadromous species, and is presently 

utilized for spawning and early-life-stage rearing, to some degree, by all four runs of Chinook salmon 

(fall-, late fall-, winter-, and spring-runs) and steelhead. Consequently, various life stages of the four runs 

of Chinook salmon and steelhead can be found in the upper Sacramento River throughout the year (City 

of Roseville 2010). 

The lower Sacramento River, the portion of the river from Princeton to the Delta, is predominantly 

channelized, leveed, and bordered by agricultural lands. Aquatic habitat in the lower Sacramento River is 

characterized primarily by slow-water glides and pools, is depositional in nature, and has reduced water 

clarity and channel habitat diversity compared to the upper portion of the river (City of Roseville 2010). 

Many of the fish species utilizing the upper Sacramento River also use the lower river to some degree, 

even if only as a migratory pathway to and from upstream spawning and rearing grounds. For example, 
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adult Chinook salmon and steelhead primarily use the lower Sacramento River as an immigration route 

to upstream spawning habitats and an emigration route to the Delta. The lower river is also used by other 

fish species (e.g., Sacramento splittail and striped bass) that make little to no use of the upper river 

(upstream of RM 163). Overall, fish species composition in the lower portion of the Sacramento River is 

quite similar to that of the upper Sacramento River and includes resident and anadromous cold- and 

warm-water species. Many fish species that spawn in the Sacramento River and its tributaries depend on 

river flows to carry their larval and juvenile life stages to downstream nursery habitats. Native and 

introduced warm-water fish species primarily use the lower river for spawning and rearing, with juvenile 

anadromous fish species also using the lower river and non-natal tributaries, to some degree, for rearing 

(City of Roseville 2010). 

Over 30 species of fish are known to use the Sacramento River. Anadromous species include Chinook 

salmon, steelhead, green and white sturgeon (Acipenser medirostris and Acipenser transmontanus), striped 

bass, and American shad. Other Sacramento River fishes are considered resident species, which complete 

their lifecycles entirely within freshwater, often in a localized area. Resident species include rainbow and 

brown trout, largemouth and smallmouth bass, channel catfish (Ictalurus punctatus), sculpin (Cottus asper), 

Sacramento pikeminnow, Sacramento sucker (Catostomus occidentalis), hardhead, and common carp 

(Cyprinus carpio) (Moyle 2002). 

3.4.3 REGULATORY FRAMEWORK – APPLICABLE LAWS, REGULATIONS, 

PLANS, AND POLICIES 

3.4.3.1 Federal Laws, Regulations, Plans, and Policies 

Federal laws and regulations for the protection of biological resources that are applicable to the Proposed 

Action and its alternatives are summarized below. The federal Clean Water Act, which regulates the 

placement of fill in the waters of the U.S., is summarized below and described in more detail in 

Section 3.10, Hydrology and Water Quality 

Clean Water Act 

The Clean Water Act (CWA) is the principal federal law protecting the quality and integrity of the 

nation’s surface waters. The CWA offers a range of mechanisms to reduce pollutant input to waterways, 

manage polluted runoff, and finance municipal wastewater treatment facilities. Permit review serves as 

the CWA’s principal regulatory tool; CWA regulation operates on the premise that all discharges to 

jurisdictional waters are unlawful unless specifically authorized by a permit.  

Section 404 Discharge into Waters of the U.S. 

Under Section 404 of CWA, discharges of dredged or fill material into waters of the U.S. are prohibited 

without a permit from the USACE. Among other regulatory program requirements, an applicant for a 

Department of the Army (DA) permit involving a discharge must demonstrate under U.S. EPA’s 

404(b)(1) guidelines that the proposed activity is the least environmentally damaging practicable 

alternative that achieves the project's overall purpose. 
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Section 401 Water Quality Certification 

Section 401 of the CWA requires certification from the state to ensure compliance with state water quality 

standards for any activity that may result in a discharge to a water body. A project that would result in 

the discharge of any pollutant, including soil, into waters and wetlands requires coordination with the 

appropriate California Regional Water Quality Control Board to obtain Section 401 certification. 

Additional information is presented in Section 3.10, Hydrology and Water Quality. 

Federal Endangered Species Act 

The federal ESA protects fish and wildlife species, and their habitats that have been identified as 

Threatened or Endangered. “Endangered” refers to species, subspecies, or distinct population segments 

that are in danger of extinction through all or a significant portion of their range; “Threatened” refers to 

those likely to become Endangered in the near future.  

The USFWS in the United States Department of the Interior and the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 

Administration (NOAA) - National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) in the United States Department of 

Commerce share responsibility for administration of the federal ESA. Provisions of Section 7 of the ESA 

relevant to the Proposed Action and alternatives are summarized below. 

Section 7 provides a means for authorizing take of Threatened and Endangered species by federal 

agencies. “Take” is defined by the ESA as “to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, 

capture, or collect, or to attempt to engage in any such conduct.” Section 7 applies to actions that are 

conducted, permitted, or funded by a federal agency. Under Section 7, the federal agency conducting, 

funding, or permitting an action (the federal lead agency) must consult with the USFWS, as appropriate, 

to ensure that the Proposed Action will not jeopardize Endangered or Threatened species or destroy or 

adversely modify designated critical habitat. If a Proposed Action “may affect” a listed species or 

designated critical habitat, the lead agency is required to prepare a biological assessment evaluating the 

nature and severity of the expected effect. The lead agency can also request concurrence or formal 

consultation with the USFWS if a Proposed Action “may affect” or is “not likely to adversely affect” listed 

species or critical habitat. If there is a “likely to adversely affect” determination, the USFWS issues a 

biological opinion, with a determination that the Proposed Action: 

 may jeopardize the continued existence of one or more listed species (jeopardy finding) or result 

in the destruction or adverse modification of critical habitat (adverse modification finding); or 

 will not jeopardize the continued existence of any listed species (no jeopardy finding) or result in 

adverse modification of critical habitat (no adverse modification finding). 

The biological opinion may stipulate discretionary “reasonable and prudent” alternatives. If the Proposed 

Action would not jeopardize a listed species, the USFWS will issue an incidental take statement to 

authorize incidental take associated with the Proposed Action. 
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Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act 

The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 USC. 661-667e) provides the basic authority for the USFWS’s 

involvement in evaluating impacts to fish and wildlife from proposed water resource development 

projects. It requires that fish and wildlife resources receive equal consideration to other project features. It 

also requires federal agencies that construct, license or permit water resource development projects to 

first consult with the USFWS (and the NMFS in some instances) and state fish and wildlife agency 

regarding the impacts on fish and wildlife resources and measures to mitigate these impacts. 

Vernal Pool Recovery Plan 

The project and alternative sites are located within the area covered by the “Recovery Plan for Vernal 

Pool Ecosystems of California and Southern Oregon” prepared by the USFWS (USFWS 2005). The plan is 

a voluntary guidance program that broadly addresses conservation needs for 20 species of animals and 

plants listed as Endangered or Threatened so that these species will no longer require protection under 

the federal ESA. The plan identifies many options and strategies that may contribute to recovery. The 

recovery plan identifies a number of vernal pool regions throughout California and within each region, 

designates certain areas as core areas for initial focus of protection measures. The plan notes that while a 

goal of the recovery plan is to protect the long-term viability of existing populations within each vernal 

pool region, core areas within each vernal pool region have been identified where recovery actions will be 

focused. Each core area is further classified as Zone 1, 2, or 3 in order of overall priority for recovery.  

Both the project site and the alternative site are located within the Western Placer County core area of the 

Southeast Sacramento Valley vernal pool region. The Western Placer County core area is ranked as 

Zone 2. The recovery plan notes that although most species covered in the plan can be recovered 

primarily through the protection of “Zone 1” core areas, protection of Zone 2 core areas will significantly 

contribute to the recovery of species.  

Migratory Bird Treaty Act 

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act protects migratory bird species from take. Take, under the Act, is defined 

as the action of, or an attempt to, pursue, hunt, shoot, capture, collect, or kill (50 Code of Federal 

Regulations [CFR] 10.12). The definition differentiates between “intentional” take (take that is the 

purpose of the activity in question) and “unintentional” take (take that results from, but is not the 

purpose of, the activity in question).  
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Executive Order (EO) 13186 (signed January 10, 2001) directs each federal agency taking actions that 

would have or would likely have a negative impact on migratory bird populations to work with the 

USFWS to develop a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) to promote the conservation of migratory 

bird populations. Protocols developed under the MOU must include the following agency 

responsibilities: 

 Avoid and minimize, to the extent practicable, adverse impacts on migratory bird resources 

when conducting federal agency actions. 

 Restore and enhance habitat of migratory birds, as practicable. 

 Prevent or abate the pollution or detrimental alteration of the environment for the benefit of 

migratory birds, as practicable. 

The EO is designed to assist federal agencies in their efforts to comply with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act 

(MBTA); it does not constitute any legal authorization to take migratory birds.  

Executive Order 13112: Prevention and Control of Invasive Species 

EO 13112, signed February 3, 1999, directs all federal agencies to prevent and control introduction of 

invasive species in a cost-effective and environmentally sound manner. It established a National Invasive 

Species Council (NISC) composed of federal agencies and departments and a supporting Invasive Species 

Advisory Committee (ISAC) composed of state, local, and private entities. NISC and ISAC prepared a 

national invasive species management plan that recommends objectives and measures to implement the 

EO and to prevent the introduction and spread of invasive species (National Invasive Species Council & 

Invasive Species Advisory Committee 2001). The EO requires consideration of invasive species in NEPA 

analyses, including their identification and distribution, their potential impacts, and measures to prevent 

or eradicate them.  

3.4.3.2 State Laws and Regulations 

California Endangered Species Act 

The California Endangered Species Act (CESA) (California Fish and Game Code Section 2050 et seq.) 

establishes state policy to conserve, protect, restore, and enhance Threatened or Endangered species and 

their habitats. CESA mandates that state agencies should not approve projects that jeopardize the 

continued existence of Threatened or Endangered species if reasonable and prudent alternatives are 

available that would avoid jeopardy. For projects that would affect a species that is both federally and 

state-listed, compliance with ESA satisfies CESA if the California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

(CDFW) determines that the federal incidental take authorization is consistent with CESA under 

California Fish and Game Code Section 2080.1. CDFW administers CESA and authorizes take of 

Endangered, Threatened, or candidate species that is incident to an otherwise lawful activity through 

issuance of Section 2081 permits (except for species designated as fully protected).  

Development of the Proposed Action or any of its alternatives could result in direct and indirect effects to 

state-listed species, or their habitat. The Applicant would be required to consult with CDFW regarding 

the Proposed Action’s effects on species listed as Threatened or Endangered, or proposed for listing as 
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Threatened or Endangered under CESA. The Applicant would either be required to obtain a 2081 take 

permit from CDFW prior to conducting activities that result in the potential take of state-listed species 

(take is defined in Section 86 of the Fish and Game Code as “hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill, or 

attempt to hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill.”) or a consistency determination in accordance with Fish 

and Game Code Section 2080.1.  

California Fish and Game Code  

Streambed Alteration Agreements (Section 1600 et seq.) 

Under Section 1602 of the Fish and Game Code, agencies are required to notify CDFW before 

implementing any project that would divert, obstruct, or change the natural flow, bed, channel, or bank 

of any river, stream, or lake (Fish and Game Code Section 1602). Preliminary notification and project 

review generally occur during the environmental review process. When an existing fish or wildlife 

resource may be substantially adversely affected, CDFW is required to propose reasonable changes to the 

project to protect the resources. These modifications are formalized in a Streambed Alteration Agreement 

that becomes part of the plans, specifications, and bid documents for the project. Development of the 

Proposed Action or any of the alternatives would likely require a 1602 streambed alteration agreement 

from CDFW for work in the intermittent streams.  

Unlawful Destruction of Nests or Eggs and Birds-of-Prey or their Eggs (Sections 3503 and 3503.5) 

Under these sections of the California Fish and Game Code, it is unlawful to take, possess, or needlessly 

destroy the nest or eggs of any bird, or to take, possess, or destroy any birds of prey or their nest or eggs. 

Numerous birds-of-prey have potential to nest within the project site. Mitigation measures are proposed 

to ensure that active bird-of-prey nests will not be disturbed by the Proposed Action or its alternatives.  

California Fully Protected Species 

The California Fish and Game Code provides protection from take for a variety of species, referred to as 

“fully protected species.” Section 5050 lists fully protected amphibians and reptiles; Section 3515 lists 

fully protected fish; Section 3511 lists fully protected birds; and Section 4700 lists fully protected 

mammals. Except for take related to scientific research, all take of fully protected species is prohibited. 

White-tailed kite is the only fully protected species that has a potential to nest on the project site. 

California Native Plant Protection Act 

The California Native Plant Protection Act (CNPPA) preserves, protects, and enhances Endangered 

native plants in California. The act gave the California Fish and Game Commission the power to 

designate native plants as Endangered, Threatened, or Rare, and to require permits for collecting, 

transporting, or selling such plants. CDFW recommends that species listed in the California Native Plant 

Society (CNPS) Inventory of Rare and Endangered Vascular Plants of California be addressed under 

CEQA. As indicated in Table 3.4-4, dwarf downingia is the only special-status plant species that is known 

to occur within the project site. 
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Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act 

The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act authorizes the State Water Resources Control Board 

(SWRCB) to regulate state water quality and protect beneficial uses. The SWRCB certifies activities subject 

to CWA Section 404 permits. The Applicant would be required to obtain a Section 401 water quality 

certification for the federal wetlands permits. 

3.4.4 SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS AND ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY  

3.4.4.1 Significance Thresholds 

Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations requires an evaluation of a proposed action’s 

ecological effects such as the effects on natural resources and on the components, structures, and 

functioning of affected ecosystems (40 CFR 1508.8), as well as effects on Endangered or Threatened 

species or their habitat (40 CFR 1508.27). NEPA does not specify significance thresholds to evaluate the 

effects of a proposed action on biological resources.  

For purposes of evaluating the effects in this EIS, the USACE has determined that the Proposed Action or 

its alternatives would result in significant effects on biological resources if the Proposed Action or an 

alternative would: 

 Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modification, on any species 

identified as a Candidate, Sensitive, Threatened, Endangered, or special-status species, in local or 

regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by CDFW or USFWS; 

 Have a substantial adverse effect on riparian habitat; 

 Have a substantial adverse effect on waters of the U.S.; or 

 Interfere substantially with the movement of any native, resident, or migratory wildlife species. 

The contribution of the Proposed Action or an alternative to a cumulative impact would be considered 

significant if the Proposed Action or an alternative would: 

 Result in a net loss of the waters of the U.S.; 

 Result in an unmitigated loss of vernal pool grassland habitat; or  

 Result in an unmitigated loss of wildlife foraging and movement habitat.  

3.4.4.2 Analysis Methodology 

This impact analysis addresses both direct and indirect effects of the Proposed Action and its alternatives 

on both on-site and off-site biological resources. As noted earlier, the term “on-site” refers to the 397-acre 

Westbrook project site, whereas the term “off-site” refers to the off-site impact area adjacent to the project 

site that could be directly or indirectly affected by the Proposed Action.  
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Direct Effects 

With respect to direct effects, the analysis assumes full buildout of the project or alternative site resulting 

in loss of all habitats within those portions of the site that are designated for development. In addition, 

the analysis covers off-site areas that would be directly affected by the construction of fill slopes. The 

following activities would result in direct effects:  

 Vegetation clearing (including trees), grading, excavating/trenching, and paving activities during 

construction; 

 Temporary stockpiling and side-casting of soil, construction materials, or other construction 

wastes; 

 Soil compaction, dust, and water runoff from the construction site; 

 Short-term construction-related noise (from equipment); and 

 Degradation of water quality in on-site drainages and wetlands, resulting from construction 

runoff containing petroleum products.  

Figure 3.4-5, Proposed Action – Waters of the US Impacts, presents the direct effects of the Proposed 

Action on wetlands on the project site and was developed by superimposing the development footprint 

under the Proposed Action on a map showing the delineated on-site wetlands. To calculate direct effects, 

the limits of disturbance, including slopes and construction zones, were first determined and mapped. 

Where disturbance would occur within any part of a vernal pool or seasonal wetland, the entire wetland 

polygon was presumed to be directly affected. Where the disturbance would occur within linear features, 

including perennial streams, intermittent streams, ephemeral streams, and wetland swales as well as 

ponds and emergent marsh, the direct effect was presumed to be the footprint of disturbance within the 

wetland polygon. 

The Proposed Action would preserve approximately 37 acres (15 hectares) on the project site as open 

space, including both primary open space and secondary open space. Primary open space areas are those 

portions of the site where no grading or land disturbance would occur. The primary open space areas will 

be put under conservation easements prior to commencement of construction on the project site and 

wetlands or other resources present within the primary open space will not be filled or disturbed. With 

respect to the secondary open space, this is the open space that lies immediately adjacent to the areas to 

be developed and therefore could be subject to some development-related grading and filling. Secondary 

open space also includes areas along the two intermittent creeks that would be disturbed to construct the 

compensatory wetlands and the floodplain expansion area. Once these grading and filling activities are 

completed, the secondary open space area would be placed under a conservation easement. Because 

wetlands or other resources present within the secondary open space could be potentially affected, the 

analysis below assumes that all of these resources will be affected and their acreage is counted in the 

direct effects of the Proposed Action or an on-site alternative.  
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Indirect Effects  

With respect to indirect effects, the analysis covers the on-site area in the northwestern portion of the 

project site that would not be developed but would be conserved long term as open space and a 250-foot 

(76-meter) zone along the project site boundary where sensitive habitat and/or species that are present 

could be indirectly affected by activities that occur on the project site. The following activities could result 

in indirect effects:  

 Altering light and noise levels; 

 Altering hydrology; 

 Causing damage through toxicity associated with herbicides, insecticides, and rodenticides; 

 Degradation of water quality in off-site drainages and wetlands, resulting from construction 

runoff containing petroleum products; 

 Introducing pet and human disturbance (including trash dumping); 

 Increasing habitat for native competitors or predators; and 

 Introducing invasive nonnative species. 

3.4.5 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact BIO-1 Loss and Degradation of Functions and Services of Waters of the 

U.S. through Direct Removal, Filling, Hydrological Interruption 

or Other Means 

No Action Alt. Direct Effects from Placement of Fill 

A total of 12.55 acres (5.08 hectares) of waters of the U.S. have been identified on the 

project site. In addition, there are about 2.07 acres (0.84 hectare) of waters of the U.S. 

within 250 feet (76 meters) of the project site boundary. 

Under the No Action Alternative, although the project site would be developed, all 

wetland areas would be avoided and no fill would be placed within the waters of the 

U.S. Furthermore, the site plan developed for the No Action Alternative also ensures 

that no grading or other ground disturbance would occur within 100 feet (30 meters) of 

the on-site and off-site aquatic resources, thereby reducing the likelihood of indirect 

effects during the construction of new development under this alternative. There would 

be no direct or short-term indirect effects to aquatic resources and no mitigation is 

required.  
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 Indirect Effects 

As the wetland areas would not be fenced or otherwise protected under the No Action 

Alternative, there would still be potential for indirect effects to aquatic resources in the 

long term associated with illegal dumping of wastes and other discharges into the 

waters as well as inadvertent intrusions into wetland areas by the residents of the 

project site. In addition, impervious surfaces added to the site under this alternative 

could potentially change the hydrology of the wetlands. However, because of the 

100-foot buffers included in the alternative, and the low level of development on the 

project site under this alternative, the indirect effects would be less than significant. 

Proposed 

Action 

Direct Effects from Placement of Fill 

As shown in Table 3.4-9a, Proposed Action Impacts to Waters of the U.S., 

implementation of the Proposed Action would result in the filling of 9.61 acres 

(3.89 hectares) of wetlands and “other waters” of the U.S., resulting in the loss of aquatic 

resource area and functions. This total includes 9.56 acres (3.87 hectares) of on-site 

impacts and 0.05 acre (0.02 hectare) of off-site impacts and comprises placement of fill in 

0.62 acre (0.25 hectare) of seasonal wetlands, 0.87 acre (0.35 hectare) of vernal pools, and 

7.00 acres (2.83 hectares) of wetland swales. Figure 3.4-5 shows the affected aquatic 

resources on the project site and in the off-site impact area.  

Within the project site boundaries, 2.98 acres (1.21 hectares) of on-site vernal pools and 

other aquatic resources would be preserved and 9.56 acres (3.87 hectares) of the 

12.55 acres (5.08 hectares) of waters of the U.S. would be filled. Loss of aquatic resources 

would occur as a result of grading in preparation for development, construction of 

roads and utility corridors, and other ground-disturbing activities related to 

construction. Given that the on-site vernal pools and seasonal wetlands that would be 

filled are highly disturbed from disking, grazing, and cultivation and the Proposed 

Action would fill a small acreage of the waters of the U.S., the effect is considered less 

than significant.  

To address the filling of the waters of the U.S., the Applicant has put forth a mitigation 

plan to compensate for the loss of wetlands and other waters of the U.S. that will consist 

of preservation and creation of aquatic resources on the project site and purchase of 

constructed vernal pools and other wetlands creation/restoration and preservation 

credits from an approved conservation bank in western Placer County. The key 

elements of the conceptual mitigation plan are described below (See Appendix 3.4 for 

the Applicant’s conceptual compensatory mitigation plan). Table 3.4-9b, Proposed 

Action Impacts and Mitigation Area Summary, presents acres of wetlands that would 

be affected under the Proposed Action and acres of wetlands that would be created or 

preserved under the Applicant’s conceptual compensatory mitigation plan. 
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On-Site Preservation  

The conceptual compensatory mitigation plan proposes preservation of 2.98 acres 

(1.21 hectares) of wetlands and other waters of the U.S. on the project site in perpetuity 

and managed to maintain their resource functions and values. These would be 

preserved within the designated open space on the project site.  

On-Site Wetlands Creation 

The proposed on-site wetlands creation plan for the Proposed Action is shown in Figure 

3.4-6, Proposed On-Site Wetlands Creation. The proposed on-site wetland creation has 

been designed to partially compensate for impacts to seasonal wetlands and swale 

wetlands.  

According to the conceptual compensatory mitigation plan, a total of 3.88 acres 

(1.57 hectares) of seasonal wetlands would be constructed on the project site. The 

wetlands to be created would be located on low terraces excavated adjacent to two 

existing intermittent stream channels in the northwestern portion of the project site. The 

wetlands to be constructed would be located along the inside of existing stream 

meanders and along relatively straight reaches so as to avoid being intercepted by the 

natural meandering of the creek channel.  

Off-Site Creation/Restoration 

According to the conceptual compensatory mitigation plan, the Applicant proposes to 

secure 2.40 acres (0.97 hectare) of constructed vernal pool creation/restoration credits 

and 7.00 acres (2.83 hectares) of constructed seasonal wetland creation credits from an 

approved mitigation bank in western Placer County within the bank’s approved service 

area. 

Off-Site Preservation 

According to the proposed conceptual compensatory mitigation plan, the Applicant 

proposes to secure 5.94 acres (2.40 hectares) of vernal pool preservation credits from an 

approved conservation bank in western Placer County within the bank’s approved 

service area. 

The Applicant also wishes to maintain the option to develop a permittee-sponsored off-

site mitigation plan in lieu of the purchase of credits. 

The mitigation plan put forth by the Applicant is conceptual and subject to change. As 

the USACE does not have a final mitigation plan and does not know specifically what 

would be constructed, there is uncertainty as to whether constructed wetlands will be 

functioning before the project site wetlands are filled, and because not all compensatory 

mitigation would be within the watershed of the impacts, Mitigation Measure BIO-1a 

will be imposed which would ensure that this direct effect on the waters of the U.S. 

would remain less than significant. 
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 Indirect Effects 

The northwestern corner of the project site has been designated as open space in the 

land use plan for the Westbrook project and the Applicant proposes to establish a 

35.8-acre (14.49-hectare) open space preserve in this area. This open space preserve 

encompasses the two intermittent streams that cross the project site and includes 

moderate concentrations of both vernal pools and seasonal wetlands located in 

proximity of the drainages. As a result of designating this open space preserve on the 

project site, 2.98 acres (1.21 hectares) of aquatic resources, which include 0.95 acre of 

vernal pools, 0.36 acre of wetland swale, 0.72 acre of seasonal wetlands, and 0.95 acre of 

stream habitat would be preserved within the project site as part of the Proposed Action 

(Gibson & Skordal 2012b).  

Indirect impacts to the preserved aquatic resources within the open space preserve are 

generally not anticipated in the short term because grading or other ground disturbance 

in the vicinity of the preserved aquatic resources would be limited to the excavation of 

the floodplain expansion area and excavation related to new aquatic resources that 

would be created within the open space area. Nonetheless, there could be inadvertent 

impacts during grading that occurs near the preserved aquatic resources and 

Mitigation Measure BIO-1b is proposed to avoid such impacts.  

Due to their location and measures included in the Proposed Action, indirect effects to 

preserved aquatic resources are not anticipated in the long term. The preserved aquatic 

resources would be located in the northwestern portion of the project site within the 

open space preserve which is flanked to the east, north, and west by existing preserved 

open space, and therefore would be distant from any on-site or off-site development. 

The preserved aquatic resources would be located within the portion of the open space 

preserve that is designated primary open space area, where no grading other than to 

create new wetlands would occur. This area would be put under conservation 

easements prior to commencement of construction on the Proposed Action. The portion 

of the open space preserve that would adjoin the land on the project site that would be 

developed would be subject to development-related grading and filling. However, once 

these grading and filling activities are completed, this area would also be placed under 

conservation easements. The entire open space preserve, including the preserved and 

created wetlands, would be managed for conservation consistent with the City of 

Roseville’s Open Space Preserve Overarching Management Plan (O&M Plan) that has 

been approved by the resource agencies. Open space preservation under the Proposed 

Action is intended to complement regional conservation strategies such as the proposed 

Placer County Conservation Plan, and coordination with other agencies and 

conservation efforts would be a guiding principle of the Westbrook’s resource 

management approach. The resource management approach would also be designed for 

consistency with the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the City and 
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USFWS with respect to the operation and expansion of the Pleasant Grove Wastewater 

Treatment Plant (PGWWTP), and, if the USACE issues a DA permit, with the terms and 

conditions of the permit. Depending on permit terms and conditions, the Applicant 

expects to conduct the following types of activities in open space areas consistent with 

the City of Roseville’s O&M Plan: maintenance of a 30-foot (9-meter) fire control strip 

(on the southern portion of the open space only within the secondary open space), 

maintenance of the trail in the same area, and minimal maintenance of the rest of the 

preserve. For all of these reasons, indirect effects on preserved aquatic resources would 

be less than significant. To further reduce the potential for indirect effects in the long 

term, Mitigation Measure BIO-1b will be imposed. 

 

Table 3.4-9a 

Proposed Action Impacts to Waters of the U.S. (in Acres) 

 

Wetland Type 

Waters of the 

U.S. on 

Project Site 

Waters of the U.S. 

within 250 feet of 

Project Site 

Boundary 

On-Site 

Impacts  
Off-Site 

Impacts 

Waters of the 

U.S. 

Preserved on 

Project Site 

Intermittent Stream  0.95 0.15 0.00 0.00 0.95 

Pond 0.00 0.56 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Seasonal Wetland  1.35 0.03 0.62 0.00 0.72 

Vernal Pool 1.81 0.79 0.86 0.01 0.95 

Wetland Swale 7.31 0.48 6.97 0.03 0.36 

Swale Depressional 1.12 0.06 1.12 0.01 0.00 

Total 12.55 2.07 9.56 0.05 2.98 

    

Source: Gibson & Skordal 2012a and 2012c  

 

 

Table 3.4-9b 

Proposed Action Impacts and Mitigation Area Summary (in Acres) 

 

Wetland Type 

On-Site 

Impacts 

Off-Site 

Impacts 

On-Site 

Preservation 

On-Site 

Creation 

Off-Site 

Preservation 

Off-Site 

Restoration/ 

Creation 

Intermittent Stream 0.00 0.00 0.95 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Seasonal Wetland 0.62 0.00 0.72 3.88 0.00 7.00 

Vernal Pool 0.86 0.01 0.95 0.00 5.94 2.40 

Wetland Swale 8.08 0.04 0.36 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Total 9.56 0.05 2.98 3.88 5.94 9.40 

    

Source: Gibson & Skordal 2012a and 2012c  
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Alts. 1 & 2 

(Reduced 

Footprint 

Increased 

Density/Same 

Density) 

Direct Effects from Placement of Fill 

Alternatives 1 and 2 would have the same development footprint and are therefore 

evaluated together. Under Alternatives 1 and 2, a total of approximately 130 acres 

(53 hectares) of open space would be preserved compared to approximately 122 acres 

(49 hectares) of open space under the No Project Alternative and approximately 37 acres 

(15 hectares) under the Proposed Action. Because more area on the project site would be 

preserved as open space compared to the Proposed Action, aquatic resources present in 

the additional open space areas would not be filled, and compared to the Proposed 

Action, the direct effect on aquatic resources would be reduced.  

As shown in Table 3.4-10 Alternatives 1 and 2 Impacts to Waters of the U.S., these 

alternatives would result in the filling of 3.08 acres (1.25 hectares) of aquatic resources on 

the project site and 0.02 acre (0.01 hectare) off-site for a total of 3.10 acres (1.25 hectares). 

Figure 3.4-7, Alternatives 1 & 2 – Waters of the US Impacts, shows the affected waters 

of the U.S. The effect on wetlands would be reduced compared to the Proposed Action, 

and the loss of about 3 acres of waters of the U.S. would be a less than significant direct 

effect.  

As with the Proposed Action, Mitigation Measure BIO-1a would be implemented, 

which requires the preparation and implementation of a wetland mitigation plan. The 

mitigation would further ensure that the direct effect would remain less than 

significant. 

Indirect Effects 

Unlike the Proposed Action which would preserve the on-site aquatic resources in the 

northwestern portion of the project site where they would be distant from development, 

preserved aquatic resources within the open space areas of Alternatives 1 and 2 would 

still be in close proximity of developed areas. Even though these aquatic resources 

would be separated from development by at least 100-foot buffers and would be placed 

under conservation easements and the conserved open space would be managed under 

the City’s O&M Plan, there would still be potential for indirect effects to aquatic 

resources in the long term associated with illegal dumping of wastes and other 

discharges into the waters as well as inadvertent intrusions into wetland areas by the 

residents of the project site, and additional mitigation measures would be required to 

address this potentially significant long-term indirect effect. Mitigation Measure 

BIO-1b would be imposed to reduce this indirect effect to less than significant. 
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Table 3.4-10 

Alternatives 1 and 2 Impacts to Waters of the U.S. (in Acres) 

 

Wetland Type 
Waters of the U.S. 

on Project Site 

Waters of the U.S. 

within 250 feet of 

Project Site 

Boundary 

On-Site 

Impacts  

Off-Site 

Impacts  

Waters of 

the U.S. 

Preserved 

on Project 

Site 

Intermittent Stream  0.95 0.15 0.02 0.00 0.93 

Pond 0.00 0.56 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Seasonal Wetland  1.35 0.03 0.78 0.00 0.57 

Vernal Pool 1.81 0.79 0.38 0.01 1.43 

Wetland Swale 7.31 0.48 1.65 0.01 5.66 

Wetland Depressional 1.12 0.06 0.25 0.00 0.87 

Total 12.55 2.07 3.08 0.02 9.47 

    

Source: Gibson & Skordal 2012a and 2012c 

 

Alt. 3 

(Central 

Preserve) 

Direct Effects from Placement of Fill 

Under Alternative 3, a total of 116 acres (47 hectares) of open space would be preserved 

compared to approximately 122 acres (49 hectares) under the No Project Alternative and 

37 acres (15 hectares) under the Proposed Action. Because more area on the project site 

would be preserved as open space compared to the Proposed Action, aquatic resources 

present in the additional open space areas would not be filled, and compared to the 

Proposed Action, the effect on aquatic resources would be reduced.  

As shown in Table 3.4-11, Alternative 3 Impacts to Waters of the U.S., this alternative 

would involve filling 5.03 acres (2.04 hectares) of aquatic resources on the project site and 

0.02 acre (0.01 hectare) of wetlands off-site for a total of 5.05 acres (2.04 hectares). 

Figure 3.4-8, Alternative 3 – Waters of the US Impacts, shows the affected waters of the U.S. 

Due to the disturbed nature of the affected resources and the small acreage that would be 

filled, the loss of these waters of the U.S. would be a less than significant direct effect of this 

alternative. 

Nonetheless, as with the Proposed Action and other alternatives, Mitigation Measure BIO-

1a would be implemented, which requires the preparation and implementation of a wetland 

mitigation plan. Implementation of this mitigation measure would ensure that direct effects 

to aquatic resources under Alternative 3 would remain less than significant. 
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 Indirect Effects 

Unlike the Proposed Action which would preserve the on-site aquatic resources in the 

northwestern portion of the project site where they would be distant from development, 

preserved aquatic resources within the open space areas of Alternative 3 would be in close 

proximity of developed areas. Even though these aquatic resources would be separated from 

development by at least 100-foot buffers and would be placed under conservation easements 

and the conserved open space would be managed under the City’s O&M Plan, there would 

still be potential for indirect effects to aquatic resources in the long term associated with 

illegal dumping of wastes and other discharges into the waters as well as inadvertent 

intrusions into wetland areas by the residents of the project site, and additional mitigation 

measures would be required to address this potentially significant long-term indirect effect. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-1b would be imposed to reduce this indirect effect to less than 

significant. 

 

Table 3.4-11 

Alternative 3 Impacts to Waters of the U.S. (in Acres)  

 

Wetland Type 

Waters of the 

U.S. on Project 

Site 

Waters of the U.S. 

within 250 feet of 

Project Site 

Boundary 

On-Site 

Impacts 

Off-Site 

Impacts  

Waters of 

the U.S. 

Preserved 

on Project 

Site 

Intermittent Stream  0.95 0.15 0.02 0.00 0.93 

Pond 0.00 0.56 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Seasonal Wetland  1.35 0.03 0.80 0.00 0.55 

Vernal Pool 1.81 0.79 0.57 0.01 1.24 

Wetland Swale 7.31 0.48 3.15 0.01 4.16 

Swale Depressional 1.12 0.06 0.49 0.00 0.63 

Total 12.55 2.07 5.03 0.02 7.52 

    

Source: Gibson & Skordal 2012a and 2012c 

 

Alt. 4 

(One Acre 

Fill) 

Direct Effects from Placement of Fill 

Under Alternative 4, a total of 161 acres (65 hectares) of open space would be preserved 

compared to approximately 122 acres (49 hectares) under the No Project Alternative and 

about 37 acres (15 hectares) under the Proposed Action. Because of the manner in which this 

alternative site plan has been designed, the filling of the vast majority of wetlands on the site 

would be avoided and compared to the Proposed Action the effect on wetlands would be 

substantially reduced.  

As shown in Table 3.4-12 Alternative 4 Impacts to Waters of the U.S., this alternative 
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would involve filling 0.92 acre (0.37 hectare) of aquatic resources on the project site and 

0.02 acre (0.01 hectare) of aquatic resources off-site for a total of 0.94 acre (0.38 hectare). 

Figure 3.4-9, Alternative 4 – Waters of the US Impacts, shows the affected waters of the U.S. 

The loss of less than 1 acre of waters of the U.S. would be a less than significant effect of 

this alternative.  

With less than 1 acre of fill, the alternative would qualify for consideration by the USACE 

for authorization under a Letter of Permission (LOP). The LOP process is optional for an 

applicant. An individual permit can be sought by the applicant instead of an LOP. The 

USACE Sacramento District has set forth the LOP procedure and requirements for projects 

in California. As noted in the USACE Sacramento District’s LOP guidance, a LOP will be 

issued only for those activities which meet specific criteria and which have only minor 

impacts on the aquatic environment. In addition, in accordance with 33 CFR 332 and the 

District’s Mitigation and Monitoring Guidelines, applications for the LOP must include a 

compensatory mitigation plan that clearly demonstrates impacts to aquatic resources have 

been and will be avoided and minimized to the maximum extent practicable and there will 

be a net increase in functions of aquatic resources. If compensatory mitigation is proposed at 

an approved mitigation bank, the proposed bank and type of credits to be obtained must be 

identified. According to the District’s LOP procedure, the loss of waters of the U.S. would be 

compensated for at a minimum ratio of 2:1 for permittee-responsible mitigation or through 

an in lieu fee program and/or the loss of waters of the U.S. would be compensated for at a 

minimum ratio of 1:1 at a Corps-approved mitigation bank. In addition, any activity 

authorized by LOP must also meet the LOP general conditions. 

Compliance with LOP conditions and implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1a 

would further reduce the less than significant direct impact of this alternative. 

Indirect Effects 

Unlike the Proposed Action which would preserve the on-site aquatic resources in the 

northwestern portion of the project site where they would be distant from development, 

preserved aquatic resources within the open space areas of Alternative 4 would be in close 

proximity of developed areas. Even though these aquatic resources would be separated from 

development by at least 100-foot buffers and would be placed under conservation easements 

and the conserved open space would be managed under the City’s O&M Plan, there would 

still be potential for indirect effects to aquatic resources in the long term associated with 

illegal dumping of wastes and other discharges into the waters as well as inadvertent 

intrusions into wetland areas by the residents of the project site, and additional mitigation 

measures would be required to address this potentially significant long term indirect effect. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-1b would be imposed to reduce this indirect effect to less than 

significant. 

  



")
")

")
")")

")")")")")")")")")")")")")")")")")")")")")
")

Santucci Blvd.

W
es

tb
ro

ok
B

lv
d.

HDR

Existing Outfall Structure

48"SD2 - 66"SD 36"SD 30"SD 48"SD 36"SD 15"SD

Existing Storm Drain

Existing Storm Drain

36"SD 54
"S

D

42"SD

Existing Outfall Structure

Existing Channel

60
"S

D

Federico
ConleyChan

PR

OS OS
OS

OS

OS

PR

OS

OS

OS

PROS

OS

OS

OS

PQP

PQP

CO-1 FD-1

FD-5

FD-6

FD-2

FD-4

FD-3

FD-7

GLEN

CO-21

7.8ac

CO-20

9.4ac

CO-2A

CO-22

4.8acCO-50

CO-70 CO-71
FD-70 1.7ac

4.1ac

4.1ac

6.9ac

6.4ac

3.5ac

FD-60

FD-61

FD-31

FD-22

FD-21

FD-20

FD-84

FD-30

FD-50

FD-83

FD-75 1.1ac

FD-51FD-73

FD-72

FD-74 9.1ac

FD-71

8.5ac
DRIVE14.2ac

0.25ac 0.52ac

17.3ac

1.13ac

18.3ac

16.3ac 22.7ac

25.2ac

14.3ac

25.3ac

17.4ac

13.8ac

FD-87A FD-88A

0.44ac

0.70ac

1.28ac

SIERRA

017-101-029
WEST ROSEVILLE

FEDERICO DRIVE

DEVELOPMENT CO, INCWetland Area Summary
Wetland Type Impacted Avoided Grand Total
Intermittent Stream 0.9462 0.9462
Seasonal Wetland 0.1763 1.1735 1.3498
Vernal Pool 0.2247 1.5895 1.8142
Wetland Swale 0.5206 7.9162 8.4368
Grand Total 0.9216 11.6254 12.5470

Bridge

Legend

Impact Area

Preserve

Intermittent Stream

Seasonal Wetland

Vernal Pool

Wetland Swale

") Existing Drain Inlet

Existing Drainage Channel

Existing Storm Drain

Project Boundary

Alternative 4 – Waters of the US Impacts

FIGURE 3.4-9

1122.001•03/13

SOURCE: McKay & Somps, June 20, 2012

APPROXIMATE SCALE IN FEET

932 466 0 932

APPROXIMATE SCALE IN FEET

932 466 0 932

n



3.4 Biological Resources 

Impact Sciences, Inc. 3.4-57 Westbrook Draft EIS 

USACE #200500938  May 2013 

 

Table 3.4-12 

Alternative 4 Impacts to Waters of the U.S. (in Acres) 

 

Wetland Type 

Waters of the 

U.S. on 

Project Site 

Waters of the U.S. 

within 250 feet of 

Project Site 

Boundary 

On-Site 

Impacts 

Off-Site 

Impacts  

Waters of 

the U.S. 

Preserved 

on Project 

Site 

Intermittent Stream  0.95 0.15 0.00 0.00 0.95 

Pond 0.00 0.56 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Seasonal Wetland  1.35 0.03 0.18 0.00 1.17 

Vernal Pool 1.81 0.79 0.22 0.01 1.59 

Wetland Swale 7.31 0.48 0.45 0.01 6.86 

Swale Depressional 1.12 0.06 0.07 0.00 1.05 

Total 12.55 2.07 0.92 0.02 11.63 

    

Source: Gibson & Skordal 2012a and 2012c 

 

Alt. 5 

(Half 

Acre Fill) 

 

Direct Effects from Placement of Fill 

Under Alternative 5, a total of 174 acres (70 hectares) of open space would be preserved, 

compared to approximately 122 acres (49 hectares) under the No Project Alternative and 

about 37 acres (15 hectares) under the Proposed Action. Because of the manner in which this 

alternative site plan has been designed, the vast majority of aquatic resources on the site 

would be avoided, and compared to the Proposed Action the effect on aquatic resources 

would be substantially reduced.  

As shown in Table 3.4-13 Alternative 4 Impacts to Waters of the U.S., this alternative 

would involve filling 0.47 acre (0.19 hectare) of aquatic resources on the project site (with no 

filling of any wetlands off-site). Figure 3.4-10, Alternative 5 – Waters of the US Impacts, 

shows the affected waters of the U.S. The loss of less than 0.5 acre (0.2 hectare) of aquatic 

resources would be a less than significant effect of this alternative.  

With less than 0.5 acre (0.2 hectare) of fill, the alternative would qualify for consideration by 

the USACE for authorization under a nationwide permit, assuming all other conditions are 

met. A nationwide permit would require that the fill impact be mitigated at a ratio 

calculated by the USACE. In addition, the alternative would also be required to comply with 

the general conditions in the nationwide permit.  

Compliance with the nationwide permit conditions and implementation of Mitigation 

Measure BIO-1a would further reduce the less than significant direct impact of this 

alternative. 
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 Indirect Effects 

Unlike the Proposed Action which would preserve the on-site aquatic resources in the 

northwestern portion of the project site where they would be distant from development, 

preserved aquatic resources within the open space areas of Alternative 5 would be in close 

proximity of developed areas. Even though these aquatic resources would be separated from 

development by at least 100-foot buffers and would be placed under conservation 

easements, and the conserved open space would be managed under the City’s O&M Plan, 

there would still be potential for indirect effects to aquatic resources in the long term 

associated with illegal dumping of wastes and other discharges into the waters as well as 

inadvertent intrusions into wetland areas by the residents of the project site, and additional 

mitigation measures would be required to address this potentially significant long term 

indirect effect. Mitigation Measure BIO-1b would be imposed to reduce this indirect effect 

to less than significant. 

 

Table 3.4-13 

Alternative 5 Impacts to Waters of the U.S. (in Acres) 

 

Wetland Type 

Waters of the 

U.S. on 

Project Site 

Waters of the U.S. 

within 250 feet of 

Project Site 

Boundary 

On-Site 

Impacts 

Off-Site 

Impacts  

Waters of 

the U.S. 

Preserved 

on Project 

Site 

Intermittent Stream  0.95 0.15 0.00 0.00 0.95 

Pond 0.00 0.56 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Seasonal Wetland  1.35 0.03 0.14 0.00 1.21 

Vernal Pool 1.81 0.79 0.08 0.00 1.73 

Wetland Swale 7.31 0.48 0.22 0.00 7.09 

Swale Depressional 1.12 0.06 0.03 0.00 1.09 

Total 12.55 2.07 0.47 0.00 12.08 

    

Source: Gibson & Skordal 2012a and 2012c 
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Off-Site Alt. Direct Effects from Placement of Fill 

Under the Off-Site Alternative, the proposed mixed-use community would be built on the 

alternative site. As shown in Table 3.4-14, Off-Site Alternative Impacts to Waters of the 

U.S., this alternative would involve filling of approximately 11.9 acres (4.8 hectares) of 

aquatic resources on the alternative site, including fill on adjacent off-site lands associated 

with fill slopes. Construction of off-site improvements associated with this alternative 

would result in additional discharge of dredged or fill materials into waters of the U.S. 

along the alignments of the water and wastewater pipelines which is estimated to be 

about 0.02 acre (0.01 hectare). The loss of approximately 11.92 acres (4.81 hectares) of 

aquatic resources associated with the development of the Off-Site Alternative is 

considered a less than significant effect.  

As with the Proposed Action and other alternatives, Mitigation Measure BIO-1a would 

require the preparation and implementation of a wetland avoidance and mitigation plan. 

Implementation of this mitigation measure would ensure that direct effects to aquatic 

resources under the Off-Site Alternative would remain less than significant.  

Indirect Effects 

Similar to the Proposed Action which would preserve the on-site aquatic resources in the 

northwestern portion of the project site where they would be distant from development, 

preserved aquatic resources within the open space areas of the Off-Site Alternative would 

be in the southeastern corner of the alternative site and adequately buffered and 

separated from development. The potential for indirect effects to aquatic resources in the 

long term would be low and the effect would be less than significant. Nonetheless, 

Mitigation Measure BIO-1b would be imposed to further reduce this effect.  

 

Table 3.4-14 

Off-Site Alternative Impacts to the Waters of the U.S. (in Acres) 

 

Wetland Type 

Waters of 

the U.S. on 

Alternative 

Site 

Waters of the U.S. 

within 250 feet of 

Alternative Site 

Boundary 

On-Site 

Impacts 

Impacts within 250 

feet of Alternative 

Site Boundary 

Waters of the U.S. 

Preserved on 

Alternative Site 

Intermittent Stream  2.1 0.9 <0.1 0.0 3.0 

Seasonal Wetland  4.2 0.1 3.5 0.1 0.7 

Vernal Pool 0.2 0.4 0.1 0.4 0.1 

Wetland Swale 2.7 5.2 2.5 5.2 0.2 

Total 9.2 6.6 6.2 5.7 3.9 

    

Source: Salix Consulting 2012 
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Mitigation Measure BIO-1a: Restoration and/or Establishment of Wetlands and Other 

Waters of the U.S.  

(Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives except No 

Action) 

Prior to the approval of the Record of Decision for the Proposed Action, in order to mitigate for the unavoidable loss 

of wetlands and other waters of the U.S., the Applicant shall develop a compensatory mitigation and monitoring 

plan that will consist of restoration or and establishment of aquatic resources on the project site and purchase of 

vernal pool and seasonal wetlands creation/restoration credits, and/or provide permittee-responsible restoration at 

an off-site location. This plan shall be implemented prior to or concurrent with the occurrence of impacts. The 

mitigation and monitoring plan shall include plans for the restoration or establishment of aquatic habitat to 

adequately offset and replace the aquatic functions and services that would be lost within the project area, and 

contain an adequate margin of safety to reflect anticipated success, as well as identify any off-site locations proposed 

for compensatory mitigation and/or identify the mitigation bank proposed to be used and the credits of each habitat 

type proposed to be purchased. Any mitigation bank proposed to be used shall be located within Placer County and 

shall include the project site within its service area. In addition, in order to reduce cumulative impacts within the 

area, the Applicant shall attempt to identify and utilize a mitigation bank located within the same watershed as the 

proposed impacts. The submitted mitigation and monitoring plan shall include the mitigation location and design 

drawings, vegetation plans, including target species to be planted, and final success criteria, and shall be presented 

in the format of current guidance (e.g., USACE Sacramento District’s “Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring 

Proposal Guidelines,” dated December 30, 2004, USACE regulations at 33 CFR 332, etc.). The compensatory 

mitigation plan shall ensure no net loss of wetland functions and services of all aquatic resources that would be 

removed, lost, and/or degraded as a result of implementing the proposed project or any alternative.  

Within the Record of Decision for the Proposed Action, the USACE shall document its determination regarding the 

appropriate amount and type of restoration or establishment required to ensure no net loss of aquatic resource 

functions and services, based on a number of factors, including the functions of the resources being impacted, the 

difficulty of replacing the specific resource, uncertainty and risk of failure, indirect impacts and temporal loss. Any 

approval of a final mitigation and monitoring plan by the USACE shall include requirements for site protection, the 

implementation of appropriate financial assurances and monitoring of the creation and/or restoration areas in 

accordance with applicable regulations and guidance. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-1b: Preservation of On-Site and Off-Site Wetlands and Other 

Waters of the U.S.  

(Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives except No 

Action) 

All wetlands and other waters of the U.S. and any vegetated buffers avoided on the project site shall be placed into a 

separate “preserve” parcel prior to construction activities within waters of the U.S. Prior to the Record of Decision 

for the Proposed Action, the Applicant shall develop and submit to the USACE, for review and approval, a specific 

and detailed preserve management plan for the on-site preservation and avoidance areas. The plan shall describe in 

detail any activities that are proposed within the preserve areas and the long term funding and maintenance and 

monitoring of each of the preserve areas. The Applicant shall not construct any roads, utility lines, outfalls, trails, 
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benches, firebreaks or other structure, and shall not conduct any grading, mowing, grazing, planting, discing, 

pesticide use, burning, or other activities within any on-site or off-site preserve areas without specific, advanced 

written approval from the USACE. The Applicant shall install temporary fencing around preserved wetlands to 

avoid inadvertent impacts from ongoing construction near preserved wetlands. No roads, utility lines, outfalls, 

trails, benches, firebreaks or other structure shall be constructed within the on-site or off-site preserve areas, unless 

specifically approved by the USACE. Any preserve areas that are located on-site or that are off-site turnkey 

preservation areas located within the City of Roseville shall be subject to management by the City of Roseville under 

the City’s Open Space Preserve Overarching Management Plan. 

Prior to the Record of Decision for the Proposed Action, the Applicant shall develop and submit to the USACE, for 

review and approval, a specific and detailed preserve management plan for any proposed off-site preservation and 

on-site avoidance areas. The plan shall describe in detail any activities that are proposed within the preserve areas 

and the long term funding and maintenance and monitoring of each of the preserve areas.  

Within the Record of Decision for the Proposed Action, the USACE shall document its determination on whether 

any required on-site preservation or any proposed off-site preservation is an appropriate method of compensatory 

mitigation to offset unavoidable impacts to aquatic resources on the project site. If the USACE determines that 

preservation of on-site or off-site aquatic resources is appropriate to utilize as compensatory mitigation, the USACE 

will determine the amount and type of preservation required to ensure no net loss of aquatic resource functions and 

services, based on a number of factors, including the functions of the resources being impacted, the difficulty of 

replacing the specific resource, uncertainty and risk of failure, indirect impacts and temporal loss. Any approval of a 

long-term management plan by the USACE shall include requirements for site protection, the implementation of 

appropriate financial assurances and monitoring of the preserve areas in accordance with applicable regulations and 

guidance. 

  

Impact BIO-2 Effects on Listed Vernal Pool Invertebrates and Their Habitat  

No Action 

Alt. 

Under the No Action Alternative, no aquatic resources would be filled. In addition to 

avoiding all wetlands, the land use plan for the No Action Alternative would create a 

100-foot (30-meter) buffer around all aquatic resources that would further protect the 

preserved aquatic resources. Therefore, there would be no direct impacts to listed vernal 

pool invertebrates aquatic habitat from development under the No Action Alternative.  

However, the No Action Alternative could indirectly affect habitat in that some vernal 

pools and seasonal wetlands on the project site and adjacent to its boundaries would be 

located within 250 feet (76 meters) of development, and their habitat value could be 

adversely affected because construction activities and development would encroach near 

them. In addition, impervious surfaces added to the site under this alternative could 

change the hydrology and geomorphology of the wetlands, and the development of the 

site would substantially fragment the vernal pool habitat. In addition, there could be long 

term indirect effects associated with illegal dumping of wastes and other discharges into 
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the waters as well as inadvertent intrusions into habitat areas by the residents of the 

project site. For all of these reasons, development of the No Action Alternative could 

result in indirect effects on listed vernal pool invertebrates and their habitat. The effect on 

listed vernal pool invertebrates or their habitat under the No Action Alternative would be 

a significant indirect effect.  

Although Mitigation Measure BIO-2a is available to avoid and reduce any indirect 

impacts of the No Action Alternative on preserved aquatic resources, in the absence of 

any approval action for the No Action Alternative, the USACE has no jurisdiction to 

impose this mitigation measure on this alternative. Therefore the indirect effect of this 

alternative on invertebrate habitat would remain significant and unavoidable.  

Proposed 

Action 

The Proposed Action would directly and indirectly affect listed vernal pool invertebrates 

and their habitat. As noted earlier, the project site is located in the Placer County core area 

(Zone 2) identified by the USFWS for the recovery of vernal pool invertebrate species. 

Vernal pool fairy shrimp have been observed within two watersheds entirely on the 

project site and two watersheds that are partially on the project site. Suitable habitat for 

listed vernal pool invertebrates such as vernal pool fairy shrimp and vernal pool tadpole 

shrimp is present on the project site. Vernal pool invertebrate aquatic habitat is 

recognized here as all wetlands with vernal pool hydrology. Because the line between 

vernal pools and seasonal wetlands is often obscure, it is reasonable to apply a 

geomorphic standard rather than a vegetation standard to determine whether or not a 

particular feature could support a breeding population of listed vernal pool invertebrates. 

Vernal pool hydrology means those wetlands that fill with winter rains and dry by mid 

spring and do not receive any dry season supplemental water. On the project site, this 

includes vernal pools, seasonal wetlands, and depressional areas within wetland swales.  

The Proposed Action would directly affect listed vernal pool invertebrates and their 

aquatic habitat by grading and placing fill in vernal pools, seasonal wetlands, and swale 

depressional areas. Grading activities would result in species mortality and permanent 

loss of vernal pool habitat. In addition, as noted earlier, should construction activities 

occur within 250 feet of vernal pools and wetlands, even though those pools and wetlands 

would not be filled, the habitat value of the pools could decline. Table 3.4-15, Proposed 

Action Impacts to Listed Vernal Pool Invertebrate Habitat, presents the total amount of 

vernal pool invertebrate aquatic habitat present on the project site and the off-site impact 

area, acres of habitat directly and indirectly impacted by the Proposed Action on the 

project site as well as off-site. As the table shows, of the total invertebrate aquatic habitat 

on the project site and the off-site impact area which is defined to include vernal pools, 

seasonal wetlands and swale depressional areas only, the Proposed Action would directly 

remove by filling about 2.31 acres (0.94 hectare) within watersheds where listed vernal 

pool invertebrates were detected and about 0.31 acre (0.13 hectare) in watersheds where 

listed vernal pool invertebrates were not detected. In addition, development in the 
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northwestern portion and the southern portion of the project site would be less than 

250 feet (76 meters) of wetlands and vernal pools that are either off-site or within the 

designated open space area on the project site. Although the Proposed Action would not 

directly fill these aquatic habitats, the Proposed Action would have the potential to 

indirectly affect them because urban development would be less than 250 feet (76 meters) 

of these features. An estimated 0.68 acre (0.28 hectare) of vernal pool invertebrate habitat 

would be affected indirectly in this manner.  

If invertebrate aquatic habitat is defined to include vernal pools, seasonal wetlands and 

wetland swales, then based on the numbers in Table 3.4-15, the Proposed Action would 

directly affect about 8.5 acres of this habitat and indirectly affect another 0.61 acre. 

The impact acreages reported above include about 0.02 acre of direct impacts and about 

0.19 acre of indirect impacts which are anticipated to occur off-site on resources present 

along the project site’s southern boundary. The two properties to the south of the project 

site are part of the Sierra Vista Specific Plan. In the event that that project receives DA 

permits from the USACE and the two properties to the south begin construction before 

the Westbrook project is authorized and begins construction, these off-site direct and 

indirect impacts would not occur in association with the Westbrook project. 

 

Table 3.4-15 

Proposed Action Impacts to Listed Vernal Pool Invertebrate Habitat (in Acres) 

 

Type 

Total 

Potential 

Habitat  

Project Site Off-Site  

Occurrence 

Detected 

Watersheds - 

Direct Impacts 

Occurrence Not 

Detected 

Watersheds - 

Direct Impacts 

Occurrence 

Detected 

Watersheds - 

Indirect 

Impacts 

Occurrence 

Detected 

Watersheds - 

Direct Impacts 1 

Occurrence 

Detected 

Watersheds - 

Indirect 

Impacts 2 

Vernal Pools 2.60 0.78 0.10 0.35 0.01 0.11 

Seasonal Wetlands 1.38 0.41 0.21 0.12 0.00 0.03 

Wetland Swales 7.80 5.53 1.44 0.00 0.03 0.00 

Swale Depressional 1.18 1.11 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.05 

Total3 5.16 2.30 0.31 0.49 0.02 0.19 

Total4 11.78 6.72 1.75 0.47 0.04 0.14 

    

Source: Gibson & Skordal 2012a; Impact Sciences 2012 

Note: Swale depressional areas are depressions within wetland swales. Wetland swale acreage includes swale depressional acreage. 
1 Off-Site direct impacts are assumed to occur to invertebrate habitat within a 30-foot band of the project site. 
2 Off-Site indirect impacts are assumed to occur to invertebrate habitat between 30 feet and 250 feet of the project site.  
3 Total includes vernal pools, seasonal wetlands, and swale depressional habitat. 
4 Total includes vernal pools, seasonal wetlands, and wetland swale habitat. 

 

 Based on the above, the USACE has determined that the loss of listed vernal pool 

invertebrates or their habitat as a result of grading, filling, or indirect degradation would 
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be a significant direct and indirect effect.  

As discussed under Impact BIO-1 above, Mitigation Measure BIO-1a would be 

implemented to mitigate the impacts of the Proposed Action on waters of the U.S., 

including vernal pools. This mitigation would also compensate for the loss of 

invertebrate habitat and mitigate the Proposed Action’s direct effects on listed vernal 

pool invertebrates. In addition, Mitigation Measures BIO-1b and 2b would be 

implemented to mitigate the Proposed Action’s indirect effects on listed vernal pool 

invertebrates.  

As stated earlier, the Westbrook project designates the northwestern corner of the 

project site as open space/wetlands preserve, and vernal pool invertebrate habitat 

present within this open space area would not be directly affected. A pedestrian trail 

under the Proposed Action would be located along the southern edge of the open space 

area and would include educational signage at open space boundaries. This would 

minimize the potential for indirect effects from passive recreational use and human 

access. However, ground-disturbing activities associated with development of the area 

to the south of the open space area, as well as ground disturbing activities associated 

with the construction of created wetlands within the open space area would have the 

potential to impact the avoided vernal pool invertebrate habitat. In addition changes to 

hydrological conditions or erosion of adjacent uplands that could result in the 

deposition of sediment within the avoided wetlands, discharge of urban runoff 

containing fertilizers, pesticides and herbicides, and an increase in exotic weed species 

are some of the other potential indirect effects that could occur on the avoided habitat 

on-site as well vernal pool invertebrate habitat off-site along the project site boundary. 

Maintenance activities such as firebreak maintenance, weed abatement, and 

maintenance of the trail, could also degrade habitat. Mitigation Measure BIO-1b would 

avoid and reduce indirect impacts on preserved vernal pools and wetlands from 

construction. In summary, with mitigation, this would be a less than significant indirect 

effect. 

Alts. 1&2 

(Reduced 

Footprint 

Increased 

Density/Same 

Density) 

 

Alternatives 1 and 2 would have the same development footprint and are therefore 

evaluated together. As shown in Table 3.4-16, if suitable habitat is defined to include 

vernal pools, seasonal wetlands and swale depressional areas only, the alternatives 

would directly affect about 1.06 acres (0.43 hectare) within watersheds where listed 

vernal pool invertebrates were detected and about 0.46 acre (0.19 hectare) in watersheds 

where listed vernal pool invertebrates were not detected for a total direct effect on 

1.52 acres (0.62 hectare). As with the Proposed Action, some of the development under 

Alternatives 1 and 2 would be within 250 feet (76 meters) of invertebrate aquatic habitat 

that would not be filled by the alternative but could be indirectly degraded. An 

estimated 1.35 acres (0.55 hectare) of habitat would be affected in this manner.  

If suitable aquatic habitat for invertebrates is defined to include vernal pools, seasonal 
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wetlands and wetland swales, then based on the numbers in Table 3.4-16, Alternatives 1 

and 2 would directly affect about 2.95 acres and indirectly affect another 1.31 acres of 

this habitat. 

The loss of listed vernal pool invertebrates or their habitat as a result of grading, filling, 

or indirect degradation under Alternatives 1 and 2 would be a significant direct and 

indirect effect.  

Mitigation Measure BIO-1a would reduce direct effects on listed vernal pool 

invertebrate habitat by providing replacement habitat and preserving wetlands similar 

to those removed by the alternative. Mitigation Measures BIO-1b and BIO-2b would 

also be implemented to avoid or reduce both direct and indirect impacts on vernal pool 

species habitat within the preserved areas on the project site. With mitigation, the direct 

and indirect effects would be less than significant. 

 

Table 3.4-16 

Alternatives 1 and 2 Impacts to Listed Vernal Pool Invertebrate Habitat (in Acres) 

 

Type 

Total 

Potential 

Habitat  

Project Site Off-Site 

Occurrence 

Detected 

Watersheds - 

Direct Impacts 

Occurrence Not 

Detected 

Watersheds - 

Direct Impacts 

Occurrence 

Detected 

Watersheds - 

Indirect 

Impacts 

Occurrence 

Detected 

Watersheds - 

Direct 

Impacts 1 

Occurrence 

Detected 

Watersheds - 

Indirect 

Impacts 2 

Vernal Pools 2.60 0.27 0.10 N/A 0.01 0.07 

Seasonal Wetlands 1.38 0.58 0.19 N/A 0.00 0.03 

Wetland Swales 7.80 0.96 0.84 N/A 0.00 0.00 

Swale Depressional 1.18 0.19  0.173 N/A 0.01 0.04 

Total4 5.16 1.04 0.46  1.216 0.02 0.14 

Total5 11.78 1.81 1.13 1.21 0.01 0.10 

    

Source: Gibson & Skordal 2012a and 2012c; Impact Sciences 2012 
1 Off-Site direct impacts are assumed to occur to invertebrate habitat within a 30-foot band of the project site. 
2 Off-Site indirect impacts are assumed to occur to invertebrate habitat between 30 feet and 250 feet of the project site.  
3 This number was estimated using the ratio of the acreage of swale depressional found within wetland swales in occurrence-detected 

watersheds for the Proposed Action. 
4 Total includes vernal pools, seasonal wetlands, and swale depressional habitat. 
5 Total includes vernal pools, seasonal wetlands, and wetland swale habitat.  
6 This acreage is within 250 feet (76 meters) of project site development and therefore will be indirectly affected. 

 

Alt. 3 

(Central 

Preserve) 

 

Alternative 3 would focus the area of development on the project site and leave large areas 

in the center of the site as open space, thus providing a contiguous swath of open space in 

the central and northwestern portion of the project site. As shown in Table 3.4-17, 

Alternative 3 Impacts to Listed Vernal Pool Invertebrate Habitat, if suitable habitat of 

invertebrates is defined to include vernal pools, seasonal wetlands and swale depressional 
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areas only, the alternative would directly affect about 1.95 acres (0.79 hectare) of invertebrate 

aquatic habitat within watersheds where listed vernal pool invertebrates were detected and 

about 0.56 acre (0.23 hectare) in watersheds where listed vernal pool invertebrates were not 

detected for a total direct effect on 2.51 acres (1.02 hectares). In addition, development under 

this alternative would have the potential to indirectly affect about 0.31 acre (0.13 hectare) of 

invertebrate aquatic habitat.  

If suitable invertebrate aquatic habitat is defined to include vernal pools, seasonal wetlands 

and wetland swales, then based on the numbers in Table 3.4-17, Alternative 3 would 

directly affect about 5.26 acres and indirectly affect another 0.27 acre of this habitat. 

The loss of listed vernal pool invertebrates or their habitat as a result of grading, filling, or 

indirect degradation would be a significant direct and indirect effect of the alternative.  

Mitigation Measure BIO-1a would reduce impacts on listed vernal pool invertebrate habitat 

by providing replacement habitat and preserving wetlands similar to those removed by the 

alternative. Mitigation Measures BIO-1b and BIO-2b would also be implemented to avoid 

or reduce both direct and indirect impacts on vernal pool species habitat within the 

preserved areas on the project site. The direct and indirect effect would be less than 

significant with mitigation. 

 

Table 3.4-17 

Alternative 3 Impacts to Listed Vernal Pool Invertebrate Habitat (in Acres) 

 

Type 

Total 

Potential 

Habitat  

Project Site Off-Site 

Occurrence 

Detected 

Watersheds - 

Direct Impacts 

Occurrence Not 

Detected 

Watersheds - 

Direct Impacts 

Occurrence 

Detected 

Watersheds - 

Indirect 

Impacts 

Occurrence 

Detected 

Watersheds - 

Direct 

Impacts 1 

Occurrence 

Detected 

Watersheds - 

Indirect 

Impacts 2 

Vernal Pools 2.60 1.15 0.10 N/A 0.01 0.07 

Seasonal Wetlands 1.38 0.34 0.21 N/A 0.00 0.03 

Wetland Swales 7.80 2.20 1.25 N/A 0.00 0.00 

Swale Depressional 1.18 0.44   0.253 N/A 0.01 0.04 

Total 4 5.16 1.93 0.56   0.17 6 0.02 0.14 

Total 5 11.78 3.69 1.56 0.17 0.01 0.10 

    

Source: Gibson & Skordal 2012a and 2012c; Impact Sciences 2012 
1 Off-Site direct impacts are assumed to occur to invertebrate habitat within a 30-foot band of the project site. 
2 Off-Site indirect impacts are assumed to occur to invertebrate habitat between 30 feet and 250 feet of the project site. 
3 This number was estimated using the ratio of the acreage of swale depressional found within wetland swales in occurrence-detected 

watersheds for the Proposed Action. 
4 Total includes vernal pools, seasonal wetlands, and swale depressional habitat. 
5 Total includes vernal pools, seasonal wetlands and wetland swales. 
6 This acreage is within 250 feet (76 meters) of development and therefore will be indirectly affected. 
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Alt. 4 

(One Acre 

Fill) 

 

Alternative 4 would avoid filling of the vast majority of wetlands on the project site such 

that the alternative would involve only approximately 1 acre of fill. As a result, direct 

impacts to listed vernal pool invertebrate habitat would be substantially reduced.  

As shown in Table 3.4-18, Alternative 4 Impacts to Listed Vernal Pool Invertebrate 

Habitat, if suitable habitat for invertebrates is defined to include vernal pools, seasonal 

wetlands and swale depressional areas only, the alternative would directly affect about 

0.48 acre (0.20 hectare) of invertebrate aquatic habitat within watersheds where listed vernal 

pool invertebrates were detected and about 0.04 acre (<0.02 hectare) in watersheds where 

listed vernal pool invertebrates were not detected for a total direct effect on 0.52 acre 

(0.21 hectare). The alternative would also have the potential to indirectly affect about 

2.27 acres (0.92 hectare) of invertebrate aquatic habitat.  

If invertebrate aquatic habitat is defined to include vernal pools, seasonal wetlands and 

wetland swales, then based on the numbers in Table 3.4-18, Alternative 4 would directly 

affect about 0.92 acre and indirectly affect another 2.23 acres of this habitat. 

Given the small number of acres of habitat affected directly or indirectly, the impact on 

listed vernal pool invertebrates or their habitat as a result of grading, filling, or indirect 

degradation would be a less than significant direct and indirect effect of the alternative.  

As discussed under Impact BIO-1, as the wetland fill under this alternative would be less 

than 1 acre (0.4 hectare), the USACE would consider authorization of this alternative under 

the LOP process. As noted earlier, a LOP will be issued only for those activities which meet 

specific criteria and which have only minor impacts on the aquatic environment. In addition, 

in accordance with 33 CFR 332 and the District’s Mitigation and Monitoring Guidelines, 

applications for the LOP must include a compensatory mitigation plan that clearly 

demonstrates impacts to aquatic resources have been and will be avoided and minimized to 

the maximum extent practicable and there will be a net increase in functions of aquatic 

resources. In addition, any activity authorized by LOP must also meet the LOP general 

conditions. 

Mitigation provided pursuant to the LOP would further reduce the impact of Alternative 4 

on vernal pool invertebrate aquatic habitat. 
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Table 3.4-18 

Alternative 4 Impacts to Listed Vernal Pool Invertebrate Habitat (in Acres) 

 

Type 

Total 

Potential 

Habitat  

Project Site Off-Site 

Occurrence 

Detected 

Watersheds - 

Direct Impacts 

Occurrence Not 

Detected 

Watersheds - 

Direct Impacts 

Occurrence 

Detected 

Watersheds - 

Indirect 

Impacts 

Occurrence 

Detected 

Watersheds - 

Direct 

Impacts 1 

Occurrence 

Detected 

Watersheds - 

Indirect 

Impacts 2 

Vernal Pools 2.60 0.22 0.00 N/A 0.01 0.07 

Seasonal Wetlands 1.38 0.18 0.00 N/A 0.00 0.03 

Wetland Swales 7.80 0.32 0.20 N/A 0.00 0.00 

Swale Depressional 1.18 0.06  0.043 N/A 0.01 0.04 

Total 4 5.16 0.46 0.04  2.136 0.02 0.14 

Total 5 11.78 0.72 0.20 2.13 0.01 0.10 

    

Source: Gibson & Skordal 2012a and 2012c; Impact Sciences 2012 
1 Off-Site direct impacts are considered to be invertebrate habitat within a 30-foot band of the project site. 
2 Off-Site indirect impacts are considered to be invertebrate habitat between 30 feet and 250 feet of the project site.  
3 This number was estimated using the ratio of the acreage of swale depressional found within wetland swales in occurrence-detected 

watersheds for the Proposed Action. 
4 Total includes vernal pools, seasonal wetlands, and swale depressional habitat 
5 Total includes vernal pools, seasonal wetlands, and wetland swale habitat 
6 This acreage is within 250 feet (76 meters) of development and therefore will be indirectly affected.  

 

Alt. 5 

(Half 

Acre Fill) 

 

Alternative 5 would avoid filling of wetlands on the project site such that it would fill only 

about 0.5 acre (0.2 hectare) of jurisdictional wetlands. As a result, it would also substantially 

avoid the direct filling of invertebrate aquatic habitat on the project site and result in 

substantially reduced indirect effects on invertebrate habitat.  

As shown in Table 3.4-19, Alternative 3 Impacts to Listed Vernal Pool Invertebrate 

Habitat, if suitable habitat for invertebrates is defined to include vernal pools, seasonal 

wetlands and swale depressional areas only, the alternative would directly affect about 

0.27 acre (0.11 hectare) and indirectly affect 2.35 acres (0.95 hectare) within watersheds 

where listed vernal pool invertebrates were detected on the project site. The alternative 

would not affect watersheds where listed vernal pool invertebrates were not detected on the 

project site. In addition, this alternative would not directly or indirectly affect off-site 

habitat.  

If invertebrate aquatic habitat is defined to include vernal pools, seasonal wetlands and 

wetland swales, then based on the numbers in Table 3.4-19, Alternative 5 would directly 

affect about 0.47 acre (0.19 hectare) and indirectly affect 2.35 acres (0.95 hectare) of this 

habitat. 

Given the small number of acres of habitat affected directly or indirectly, the impact on 
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listed vernal pool invertebrates or their habitat as a result of grading, filling, or indirect 

degradation associated with Alternative 5 would be a less than significant direct and 

indirect effect.  

As discussed under Impact BIO-1, as the wetland fill would be less than 0.5 acre 

(0.2 hectare), the USACE would consider authorization of this alternative under a 

nationwide permit. A nationwide permit would require that the fill impact be mitigated at a 

minimum ratio of 1:1 or at a ratio calculated through the use of the District’s Mitigation 

Ratio Checklist. In addition, the alternative would also be required to comply with the 

general conditions in the nationwide permit.  

Mitigation provided pursuant to the nationwide permit would further reduce the impact of 

Alternative 5 on vernal pool invertebrate aquatic habitat. 

 

Table 3.4-19 

Alternative 5 Impacts to Listed Vernal Pool Invertebrate Habitat (in Acres) 

 

Type 

Total 

Potential 

Habitat  

Project Site Off-Site 

Occurrence 

Detected 

Watersheds - 

Direct Impacts 

Occurrence Not 

Detected 

Watersheds - 

Direct Impacts 

Occurrence 

Detected 

Watersheds - 

Indirect 

Impacts 

Occurrence 

Detected 

Watersheds - 

Direct 

Impacts 1 

Occurrence 

Detected 

Watersheds - 

Indirect 

Impacts 2 

Vernal Pools 2.60 0.08 0.00 N/A 0.00 0.00 

Seasonal Wetlands 1.38 0.14 0.00 N/A 0.00 0.00 

Wetland Swales 7.80 0.13 0.12 N/A 0.00 0.00 

Swale Depressional 1.18 0.03  0.023 N/A 0.00 0.00 

Total 4 5.16 0.25 0.02  2.356 0.00 0.00 

Total 5 11.78 0.35 0.12 2.35 0.00 0.00 

    

Source: Gibson & Skordal 2012a and 2012c; Impact Sciences 2012 
1 Off-Site direct impacts are considered to be invertebrate habitat within a 30-foot band of the project site. 
2 Off-Site indirect impacts are considered to be invertebrate habitat between 30 feet and 250 feet of the project site.  
3 This number was estimated using the ratio of the acreage of swale depressional found within wetland swales in occurrence-detected 

watersheds for the Proposed Action. 
4 Total includes vernal pools, seasonal wetlands, and swale depressional habitat. 
5 Total includes vernal pools, seasonal wetlands, and wetland swale habitat. 
6 This acreage is within 250 feet (76 meters) of development and therefore will be indirectly affected.  

 

Off-Site 

Alt. 

Suitable habitat for vernal pool fairy shrimp and vernal pool tadpole shrimp occurs on the 

alternative site in association with vernal pools, seasonal wetlands, and swales embedded 

within annual grassland and located throughout the site. As shown in Table 3.4-20, Off-Site 

Alternative Approximate Impacts to Listed Vernal Pool Invertebrate Habitat, this 

alternative would involve direct impacts to approximately 11.8 acres (4.8 hectares) of listed 

vernal pool invertebrate aquatic habitat. Impacts within the 250-foot buffer are reported to 



3.4 Biological Resources 

Impact Sciences, Inc. 3.4-71 Westbrook Draft EIS 

USACE #200500938  May 2013 

be direct. Additional impacts to vernal pool invertebrate habitat (0.02 acre or 0.01 hectare) 

would result from off-site improvements associated with this alternative as portions of those 

improvements traverse annual grassland habitat that contains seasonal wetlands and vernal 

pools. Direct loss and indirect degradation of this habitat as a result of the development of 

Off-Site Alternative would be a significant direct and indirect impact.  

Mitigation Measure BIO-1a would reduce direct effects on listed vernal pool crustacean 

habitat by providing replacement habitat and preserving wetlands similar to those removed 

by the alternative. Mitigation Measures BIO-1b and BIO-2b would also be implemented to 

avoid or reduce both direct and indirect impacts on vernal pool species within the preserved 

areas on the alternative site. With mitigation, the effect would be less than significant. 

 

Table 3.4-20 

Off-Site Alternative Approximate Impacts to Listed Invertebrate Habitat 1 (in Acres) 

 
Type Total Potential Habitat  On-Site Direct Impacts  Off-Site Direct Impacts 2 

Vernal Pools 0.6 0.1 0.4 

Seasonal Wetlands 4.3 3.5 0.1 

Wetland Swale 7.9 2.5 5.2 

Total 12.8 6.1 5.7 

    

Source: Salix Consulting 2012 
1 These acreages are approximate and are not based on wetland delineations. The acreages do not include off-site infrastructure 

impacts. 
2 Off-Site impacts are assumed to occur to invertebrate habitat within the 250-foot buffer around the site.  

 

Mitigation Measure BIO-2a: Secure Take Authorization for Federally Listed Vernal Pool 

Invertebrates  

(Applicability – No Action) 

No project construction shall proceed in areas supporting potential habitat for federally listed vernal pool 

invertebrates or within adequate buffer areas (generally 250-feet from habitat) until a biological opinion (BO) and 

incidental take permit has been issued by the USFWS. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-2b: Secure Take Authorization for Federally Listed Vernal Pool 

Invertebrates and Implement Permit Conditions  

(Applicability – Proposed Action, Alternatives 1 through 3, and 

Off-Site Alternative) 

No project construction shall proceed in areas supporting potential habitat for federally listed vernal pool 

invertebrates or within adequate buffer areas (generally 250-feet from habitat) until a biological opinion (BO) and 

incidental take statement has been issued by the USFWS. The USACE will consult with the USFWS under Section 

7 of the Endangered Species Act and if the USACE determines DA permits will be issued for impacts to habitat on 

the project site or alternative site, the BO conditions shall be incorporated into the terms and conditions of the DA 
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permits. The Applicant shall abide by permit conditions (including conservation and minimization measures) 

intended to be completed before on-site construction.  

The Applicant will not be required to complete this mitigation measure for direct or indirect impacts that have 

already been mitigated to the satisfaction of the USFWS through another BO or mitigation plan. 

  

Impact BIO-3 Effects on Federally Listed Plant Species 

No Action Alt. Vernal pools on the project site represent potential habitat for federally listed plant 

species. Conditions that could support other listed plant species do not exist on the 

project site. Although focused special-status plant surveys were conducted during the 

blooming period for all special-status plant species likely to occur in the area, none of 

the federally listed plant species were observed on the project site or in the off-site 

impact area. Furthermore, as discussed in Subsection 3.4.2.8, it is unlikely that 

federally listed vernal pool plant species would occur on the project site because the 

habitat on the site is marginal and there are no known occurrences of the federally 

listed plant species in Placer County. Specifically, the federally listed slender orcutt 

grass and Sacramento Valley orcutt grass species are unlikely to occur at the project 

site because the species prefer larger, deeper vernal pools than those that occur within 

the project site. As there are no federally listed plant species known to or likely to 

occur on the project site, implementation of the No Action Alternative would not 

affect federally listed plant species. The direct effect would be less than significant. 

No mitigation is required. No indirect effect would occur. 

Proposed 

Action, Alts. 1 

through 5 

As there are no federally listed plant species known to or likely to occur on the project 

site, implementation of the Proposed Action and Alternatives 1 through 5 would not 

affect federally listed plant species. The direct effect would be less than significant. 

No mitigation is required. No indirect effect would occur. 

Off-Site Alt. The alternative site contains potential habitat for special-status plant species. As 

discussed in Subsection 3.4.2.14, although focused plant surveys on the site were not 

conducted due to lack of access, it is unlikely that federally listed vernal pool plant 

species such as Sacramento Valley orcutt grass and slender orcutt grass would occur 

on the site because the habitat on the site is marginal and there are no known 

occurrences of these species in Placer County. In addition, no federally listed plant 

species are known to or likely to occur along the off-site infrastructure corridor. As 

there are no federally listed plant species known to or are likely to occur the areas that 

would be developed or disturbed in conjunction with the Off-Site Alternative, 

implementation of the Off-Site Alternative would not affect federally listed plant 

species. The direct effect would be less than significant. No mitigation is required. No 

indirect effect would occur. 



3.4 Biological Resources 

Impact Sciences, Inc. 3.4-73 Westbrook Draft EIS 

USACE #200500938  May 2013 

  

Impact BIO-4 Effects on Federally Listed Amphibian and Reptile Species 

No Action Alt. As discussed in Subsection 3.4.2.8, the site is within the CTS range and suitable 

habitat exists on the site. However, because the species was not observed during 

branchiopod surveys of the on-site wetlands and the species is not known to occur in 

Placer County, CTS is unlikely to occur on the project site. Implementation of the No 

Action Alternative would have a less than significant direct effect on CTS. No 

indirect effects would occur. 

Similarly, although the site is in the historic range of the CRLF, because the species 

was not observed during branchiopod surveys of the project site, the nearest known 

occurrence of the species is about 35 miles (56 kilometers) from the project site, and no 

suitable habitat is present on the site, CRLF is unlikely to occur on the project site. 

Implementation of the No Action Alternative would have a less than significant 

direct effect on CRLF.  

The project site is within giant garter snake historic range. There are no documented 

occurrences of giant garter snakes in western Placer County and the nearest 

occurrence is 5 miles (8 kilometers) from the project site in the Natomas Basin. The 

two intermittent streams in the northwestern portion of the project site provide 

marginal habitat for the species and they are hydrologically connected to the Natomas 

Basin. Consequently, there is a low potential for the species to occur on the project 

site. However, no construction activities associated with the No Action Alternative 

would occur in or near the intermittent streams. Therefore, the No Action Alternative 

is not likely to adversely affect giant garter snake. The direct effect would be less than 

significant. No mitigation is required. No indirect effects would occur. 

Proposed 

Action, Alts. 1 

through 5 

For the same reasons presented above for the No Action Alternative, the direct effect 

of the Proposed Action and Alternatives 1 through 5 on CTS and CRLF would be less 

than significant.  

With respect to giant garter snake, as noted above, marginal habitat for the species 

occurs in the two intermittent streams in the northwestern portion of the project site. 

No development is proposed under the Proposed Action or Alternatives 1 through 5 

in or around the intermittent streams as the area would be preserved as open space. 

However, the wetlands compensatory mitigation plan put forth by the Applicant for 

the Proposed Action would involve grading and excavation in uplands adjacent to the 

streams in order to construct new wetlands and a floodplain expansion area. 

Although the potential to encounter giant garter snake in this area exists, the limited 

grading activities in this area are unlikely to adversely affect the species. The direct 

effect would be less than significant. No mitigation is required. No indirect effect 
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would occur. 

Off-Site Alt. As discussed above in Subsection 2.4.2.14, the alternative site does not support CTS, 

CRLF, or giant garter snake. However, marginally suitable habitat for the giant garter 

snake is located along Pleasant Grove Creek, and construction activities associated 

with the off-site infrastructure could result in take of the species. Therefore, the direct 

effect on giant garter snake would be potentially significant. Mitigation Measure 

BIO-4 would ensure that giant garter snakes, if encountered during construction, are 

not adversely affected. With mitigation, the direct effect would be less than 

significant. No indirect effect would occur. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-4: Giant Garter Snake Impact Mitigation  

(Applicability – Off-Site Alternative) 

No project construction shall proceed in areas containing potential habitat for giant garter snake until a biological 

opinion (BO) and an incidental take permit has been issued by the USFWS. The USACE will consult with the 

USFWS under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act and the BO conditions shall be incorporated into the terms 

and conditions of the DA permit. The Applicant shall abide by permit conditions (including conservation and 

minimization measures) intended to be completed before construction.  

  

Impact BIO-5 Effects on Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle 

No Action Alt., 

Proposed 

Action, Alts. 1 

through 5 

Numerous field surveys conducted on the project site did not detect any elderberry 

shrubs which provide habitat for the valley elderberry longhorn beetle (VELB), a 

federally listed species. Therefore, implementation of the No Action Alternative, 

Proposed Action, and Alternatives 1 through 5 will not adversely affect this species. 

The direct and indirect effect on VELB would be less than significant. No mitigation 

is required.  

Off-Site Alt. Elderberry shrubs were not observed on the alternative site during the reconnaissance 

survey. Furthermore, the nearest known occurrences are to the northeast and east 

along the Bear River near Wheatland and from the Rocklin area. However, the 

absence of elderberry shrubs could not be conclusively established for the alternative 

site during the August 2012 reconnaissance survey. Therefore, elderberry shrubs 

could occur in some portions of the site. To the extent that these occur outside of 

riparian areas, they are less likely to support VELB. However, elderberry shrubs 

within riparian area of the intermittent stream would be more likely to support VELB 

and all elderberry shrubs are considered potential habitat. In addition, the 

construction of the off-site infrastructure would involve crossing Pleasant Grove 

Creek and thus could impact elderberry shrubs. Development of the alternative site 

and the off-site infrastructure corridor, therefore, has the potential to result in a 

significant direct and indirect effect on VELB and its habitat. Mitigation Measure 
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BIO-5 would mitigate this effect to less than significant.  

Mitigation Measure BIO-5: Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle (VELB)  

(Applicability – Off-Site Alternative) 

Prior to any ground disturbing or construction activities on the alternative site, the Applicant shall conduct pre-

construction surveys of the entire property for the presence of elderberry shrubs and submit the results to the 

USACE and USFWS for review. For any impacts within 100 feet (30 meters) of an identified elderberry shrub, the 

Applicant shall consult with the USFWS. The Applicant shall install and maintain a 4-foot-high construction fence 

around the perimeter of the elderberry shrub. No grading or any other ground disturbing activities shall be 

conducted within the fenced protected area without prior verification that the requirements of the USFWS have been 

satisfied, including the issuance of any necessary permits.  

The Applicant shall avoid and protect the VELB habitat (elderberry stalks 1 inch in diameter or greater) where 

feasible. Where avoidance is infeasible, the Applicant shall develop and implement a VELB mitigation plan in 

accordance with the most current USFWS mitigation guidelines for unavoidable take of VELB habitat pursuant to 

Section 7 of the Federal Endangered Species Act. The mitigation plan shall include, but might not be limited to, 

relocation of elderberry shrubs, planting of elderberry shrubs, and monitoring of relocated and planted elderberry 

shrubs. 

  

Impact BIO-6 Effects on State Special-Status Wildlife Species 

No Action Alt. As discussed in Subsection 3.4.2.8, no aquatic habitat appropriate for the western 

pond turtle is located on the project site. Although the western spadefoot toad was not 

observed on the project site during surveys, there is a potential that it is present on the 

site. Western spadefoot has been detected in the past in the vicinity of the project site 

(West Roseville EIR 2004). Furthermore, the project site contains suitable habitat for 

this species, which includes vernal pools and seasonal wetlands that are used by the 

species for breeding. As the No Action Alternative would not directly affect vernal 

pools or seasonal wetlands, it would not affect western spadefoot toad or its breeding 

habitat. Although the No Action Alternative would develop upland areas that may be 

used by the species, the amount of development on the site would be limited. The 

direct effect on the species would be less than significant. There would be no indirect 

effect. 

Proposed 

Action 

As noted above, the project site does contain habitat for western spadefoot, including 

vernal pools, seasonal wetlands, and adjacent upland habitat. The Proposed Action 

would directly affect vernal pools and seasonal wetlands, and it would develop the 

upland areas with urban uses. In addition, the Proposed Action could indirectly affect 

western spadefoot habitat in the long term by adding impervious surfaces that could 

change the hydrology and geomorphology of the wetted areas. This would be a 

significant direct effect. There would be no indirect effect. 
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Mitigation Measure BIO-6 would minimize the potential for loss of individuals 

during site grading activities. In compliance with this mitigation measure, prior to 

earth moving, measures would be implemented to capture any adult or larval western 

spadefoot toads, or western spadefoot egg masses, and relocate them to suitable 

habitat. Additionally, implementation of the mitigation plan for loss of wetlands 

described under Mitigation Measures BIO-1a and BIO2b, which require preservation 

and protection of existing vernal pools, would protect individual western spadefoot 

toads by avoiding impacts on areas that are designated open space. Mitigation 

Measure BIO-1a would also require creation and preservation of wetlands both on-site 

and off-site. Ensuring no net loss of wetlands would provide protection of potential 

habitat for western spadefoot by preserving or enhancing and protecting habitat that is 

capable of supporting this species. Furthermore, pursuant to mitigation measures 

incorporated in the Proposed Action to address impacts to Swainson’s hawk foraging 

habitat, more than 1,300 acres (526 hectares) of grassland habitat would be preserved. 

All of these measures would reduce potential direct effects to this species to less than 

significant. 

Alts. 1 

through 5 

Similar to the No Action Alternative and the Proposed Action, Alternatives 1 through 5 

would result in similar direct and indirect impacts on western spadefoot as described 

above for the Proposed Action. Based on the significance criteria and for the reasons 

presented above, the effect on western spadefoot would be significant. The same 

mitigation measures (Mitigation Measure BIO-6, Mitigation Measure BIO-1a, 

Mitigation Measure BIO-2b, and mitigation for Swainson’s hawk habitat impacts) 

would mitigate the effect. With mitigation, the direct effects would be less than 

significant. 

Off-Site Alt. The Off-Site Alternative and construction of the off-site infrastructure corridor would 

result in a similar significant direct effect on western spadefoot as described above for 

the Proposed Action. The same mitigation measures (Mitigation Measure BIO-6, as 

well as Mitigation Measures BIO-1a and BIO-2b) would be implemented to mitigate 

the effects. With mitigation, the direct effects would be less than significant. There 

would be no indirect effect. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-6: Relocate Western Spadefoot Toad  

(Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives)3 

The location of pools that are occupied by western spadefoot toad shall be determined through surveys conducted 

during the appropriate season (generally February) by a qualified biologist. Those pools that are found to support 

western spadefoot toad shall be avoided if feasible. If avoidance is not feasible, the CDFW shall be consulted for its 

recommendation with respect to an adult or larval or egg masses capture and relocation plan.  

  

                                                        
3  This measure is substantially the same as Mitigation Measure 4.8-2 in the Sierra Vista Specific Plan EIR and was 

adopted by the City of Roseville at the time of project approval and will be enforced by the City. 
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Impact BIO-7 Effects on Protected Raptor Species and Other Nesting Birds 

No Action 

Alt. 

Ground disturbing activities and tree removal under the No Action Alternative would 

affect potential nesting habitat of protected bird species. Construction disturbance as part 

of the project site development could result in active nest abandonment, removal of an 

active nest, or otherwise injure a raptor or nesting birds. This would be a significant 

direct effect. However, with mitigation, the effect would be less than significant. No 

indirect effect would occur. 

Grassland and trees within the project site provide suitable foraging habitat and nesting 

sites for several protected raptor species. Special-status species surveys in the project site 

(2006–2009) documented the presence of several protected raptor species, including 

Swainson’s hawk, burrowing owl, white-tailed kite, and northern harrier in the project 

vicinity, although only one nest site, a red-tailed hawk nest, was observed in the 

northwestern portion of the project site adjacent to the intermittent stream. Disturbance 

resulting in active nest abandonment or removal of an active nest or otherwise injuring, 

pursuing, or killing a protected raptor is prohibited under the Federal Migratory Bird 

Treaty Act, the California Endangered Species Act, and/or the California Fish and Game 

Code. The potential effects on nesting birds are presented below. 

Swainson’s hawk 

Development of the No Action Alternative would eliminate approximately 275 acres 

(111 hectares) of grassland foraging habitat for this species. CDFW recommends that 

projects that result in the loss of potential habitat for Swainson’s hawk (which includes 

grasslands) within 10 miles (16 kilometers) of an active nest site provide mitigation for 

that loss. As part of the CEQA review process for the Proposed Action and in compliance 

with California Fish and Game Code, the Applicant has committed to mitigate the loss of 

Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat by preserving grassland habitat at the CDFW-specified 

ratios. Although the USACE cannot enforce the measure, the USACE assumes that the 

City of Roseville will impose the same mitigation measure (Mitigation Measure BIO-7) 

on the No Action Alternative to address the potentially significant direct impact to this 

species. With mitigation, this would be a less than significant direct effect. No additional 

mitigation is required. No indirect effect would occur. 

Other Raptors  

As noted above, a red-tailed hawk nest was observed within the project site and three 

red-tailed hawk nests were observed nearby. In addition, one great-horned owl nest was 

observed adjacent to the project site. While these species are relatively common 

throughout their ranges, disturbances and habitat loss could cause permanent nest 

abandonment that could affect a portion of the local populations. Several adult northern 

harriers were observed foraging in the project site during the survey. Although few 

ground squirrel burrows are present, the entire project site is otherwise considered 

suitable for the ground-nesting burrowing owls, and may be occasionally used for 

foraging by the species. Ground disturbing activities and tree removal associated with 
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the No Action Alternative would affect potential nesting habitat of these raptors species. 

Construction disturbance as part of the project site development could result in active 

nest abandonment, removal of an active nest, or otherwise injure a raptor. This would be 

a significant direct effect. No indirect effect would occur. 

Other Nesting Birds  

Tri-colored black birds were not observed on-site and are unlikely to nest on the project 

site because there is no marsh habitat present that is typically used by the species to nest. 

There are no known occurrences of California black rail on the project site or in its 

vicinity. Given the restricted range of the rail and given the absence of marsh habitat on 

the site, it is unlikely that this species occurs in the project site. No heron rookeries are 

present within the project site. Although the cluster of cottonwood trees in the 

northwestern portion of the project site could support rookeries, due to lack of suitable 

foraging habitat around the trees, rookeries are unlikely to establish in the area. 

Therefore, it is unlikely that tree removal associated with the No Action Alternative 

would affect these nesting birds. This would be a less than significant direct effect. 

No mitigation is required. No indirect effect would occur. 

To ensure that protected bird species are not taken during project construction, 

Mitigation Measure BIO-7 would require that, when feasible, tree removals or 

excavation near potential burrowing owl burrows occur during the period when these 

species are not nesting (September through February). If removal of trees or excavation 

near potential burrowing owl burrows during the nesting season is unavoidable, pre-

construction surveys shall be conducted to determine whether or not active nests are 

present. In the event that active nests are present, construction will cease within the 

vicinity of the nest and appropriate protocols shall be followed in consultation with 

CDFW during the removal and relocations of those nests. Although the USACE cannot 

enforce the measure, the USACE assumes that the City of Roseville would impose 

Mitigation Measure BIO-7, which is substantially the same as Mitigation Measure 4.8-3 

in the Sierra Vista Specific Plan (SVSP) EIR, on the No Action Alternative to address this 

effect. With mitigation, the direct effect would be less than significant.  

Proposed 

Action, Alts. 

1 through 5 

For the same reasons presented above for the No Action Alternative, ground disturbing 

activities and tree removal for the development of the Proposed Action and Alternatives 

1 through 5 would affect potential nesting habitat of protected bird species. This would 

be a significant direct effect. Mitigation Measure BIO-7 would require avoidance and 

protection of active nest sites. With mitigation, the direct effect would be less than 

significant. No indirect effect would occur.  

Off-Site Alt. Development of the Off-Site Alternative and construction of associated off-site 

infrastructure would also involve ground disturbing activities and tree removal that 

could affect potential nesting habitat of protected bird species at the alternate site and 

within the infrastructure corridor. This would be considered a significant direct effect. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-7 would require avoidance and protection of active nest sites. 
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With mitigation, the direct effect would be less than significant. No indirect effect 

would occur.  

Mitigation Measure BIO-7: Protection of Nesting Sites  

(Applicability – No Action, Proposed Action, and All 

Alternatives)4 

To ensure that fully protected bird and raptor species are not injured or disturbed by construction in the vicinity of 

nesting habitat, the Applicant shall implement the following measures: 

a) If a nest of a legally protected species is located in a tree designated for removal, the removal shall occur 

between August 30th and February 15th or until the adults and young of the year are no longer dependent 

on the nest site as determined by a qualified biologist. 

b) When feasible, all tree removal shall occur outside the nesting season to avoid the breeding season of any 

raptor species that could be using the area, and to discourage hawks from nesting in the vicinity of an 

upcoming construction area. 

c) For Swainson’s hawk, if avoidance of tree removal outside the breeding season is not feasible, and an active 

nest is present, the Applicant shall obtain a 2081 permit from CDFW to mitigate for potential “take” under 

CESA. If no active nesting is occurring, a take permit would not be required. 

d) Prior to the beginning of mass grading, including grading for major infrastructure improvements, during 

the period between February 15th and August 30th, all trees and potential burrowing owl habitat within 350 

feet (107 meters) of any grading or earthmoving activity shall be surveyed for active raptor nests or 

burrows by a qualified biologist no more than 30 days prior to disturbance. If active raptor nests or 

burrows are found, and the nest or burrow is within 350 feet (107 meters) of potential construction 

activity, a highly visible temporary fence shall be erected around the tree or burrow(s) at a distance of up to 

350 feet (107 meters), depending on the species, from the edge of the canopy to prevent construction 

disturbance and intrusions on the nest area. 

e) Preconstruction and non-breeding season burrowing owl exclusion measures shall be developed in 

consultation with CDFW, and shall preclude burrowing owl occupation of the portions of the project site 

subject to disturbance such as grading.  

f) No construction vehicles shall be permitted within restricted areas (i.e., raptor protection zones) unless 

directly related to the management or protection of the legally protected species. 

  

                                                        
4  This measure is substantially the same as Mitigation Measure 4.8-3 in the Sierra Vista Specific Plan EIR and was 

adopted by the City of Roseville at the time of project approval and will be enforced by the City. 
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Impact BIO-8 Effects on State Special-Status Bats 

No Action Alt. 

Proposed 

Action, Alts. 1 

through 5 

The No Action Alternative, Proposed Action, and Alternatives 1 through 5 would result 

in less than significant direct and indirect effects on special-status bat species.  

Three bats potentially occur in the project site, including pallid bat, Townsend’s big-

eared bat, and Yuma myotis, which are all state species of special concern. Pallid bat 

occurs primarily in shrubland, woodlands, and forested habitats, but can also occur in 

grasslands. Townsend’s bat occurs in a variety of woodland and open habitats, and the 

Yuma bat occurs primarily in forests and woodlands. All three species roost in mines, 

caves, large hollow trees, and occasionally in large open buildings that are usually 

abandoned or infrequently inhabited. While the project site may support suitable 

foraging habitat for the bats, there is no suitable habitat that would support roosting or 

maternity sites. There are no rocky areas, mines, caves, or other features such as built 

structures (buildings, bridges, etc.) that could support bat roosts. Because of the absence 

of roosting habitat, the development of the project site with a mixed-use community 

under the No Action Alternative, Proposed Action, or Alternatives 1 through 5 would 

result in less than significant direct and indirect effects on special-status bat species. 

No mitigation is required. 

Off-Site Alt. Similar to the project site, the alternative site provides foraging habitat for bat species 

but does not contain features that would support roosts. Similarly, while the off-site 

infrastructure corridor contains foraging habitat for bat species, it also does not contain 

features that would support roosts. Therefore, the development of the alternative site 

with a mixed-use community and construction of the off-site infrastructure would result 

in less than significant direct and indirect effects on special-status bat species. No 

mitigation is required. 

  

Impact BIO-9 Effects on Wildlife Movement 

No Action Alt. Wildlife movement activities generally fall into one of three movement categories: 

(1) dispersal (e.g., of juvenile animals from natal areas or individuals extending range 

distributions), (2) seasonal migration, and (3) movement related to home range activities 

(foraging for food or water, defending territories, or searching for mates, breeding 

areas, or cover).  

Wildlife corridors link areas of suitable wildlife habitat that are otherwise separated by 

changes in vegetation or human disturbance. The fragmentation of open space areas by 

urbanization creates isolated islands of wildlife habitat. In the absence of habitat 

linkages that allow movement to adjoining open space areas, some wildlife species, 

especially the larger and more mobile mammals, would not likely persist over time 

because fragmentation prohibits the infusion of new individuals and genetic 

information. Corridors mitigate the effects of this fragmentation by (1) allowing animals 

to move between remaining habitats, thereby permitting depleted populations to be 
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replenished and promoting genetic exchange; (2) providing escape routes from fire, 

predators, and human disturbances, thus reducing the risk of catastrophic events, and 

(3) serving as travel routes for individual animals as they move within their home 

ranges in search of food, water, and other needs. 

The site plan under the No Action Alternative designates substantial acreage of land 

adjacent to the intermittent creeks in the northwestern portion of the site as open space. 

This open space would be contiguous with the designated open space within the West 

Roseville Specific Plan Area and wildlife movement along the creek corridors is not 

expected to be affected. The open space area along the intermittent creeks would not be 

developed with roads or bridges and therefore there would be no potential for 

obstructing wildlife movement within this area.  

The development of the mixed-use community in the remainder of the site would have 

the potential to obstruct wildlife movement. Although the No Action Alternative 

includes numerous patches of open space in several parts of the project site, these 

spaces are largely discontinuous and would provide very limited wildlife movement 

areas within the project site.  

In the short term, the area to the north of the project site is already approved for 

development, but the area to the south has not been authorized for development by the 

USACE. The No Action Alternative would impact wildlife movement from the south 

through the existing grassland on the site. Creek and drainage corridors are used more 

often by wildlife to provide migration paths, shelter, and foraging habitat, than open 

grasslands. Under this alternative, while upland areas would be developed, the streams 

and swales would continue to provide for a wildlife movement corridor through the 

property. Habitat that is of value for wildlife movement would be preserved resulting 

in an effect that would be less than significant. 

In the long term, because the area to the east of the project site is already developed, the 

area to the north of the project site is already approved for development, and the area to 

the south is planned for development, these open space areas are unlikely to serve as 

wildlife movement corridors. Also given the pattern of existing and planned urban 

development in the area, maintenance of wildlife movement through the project site 

would not be meaningful. Therefore, although wildlife movement through the majority 

of the project site would no longer be available, the effect of the No Action Alternative 

on wildlife movement would be less than significant. No mitigation is required.  
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Proposed 

Action 

Similar to the No Action Alternative, the site plan for the Proposed Action designates 

substantial acreage of land adjacent to the intermittent creeks in the northwestern 

portion of the site as open space and therefore wildlife movement along the creek 

corridors is not expected to be affected. The open space area along the intermittent 

creeks would not be developed with roads or bridges and therefore there would not be 

a potential for obstructing wildlife movement within this area. The project site open 

space would adjoin the open space area of the Westpark development and would 

provide an east-west movement corridor in the broader project area.  

As with the No Action Alternative, the development of the mixed-use community in 

the remainder of the site would have the potential to obstruct wildlife movement. As 

described above, in the short term the Proposed Action would obstruct wildlife 

movement from the area to the south through the project site to the north, but the 

riparian corridor in the northwestern corner is more likely to be used by wildlife than 

the open grassland. Therefore, the more valuable habitat to wildlife movement would 

be preserved and the effect would be less than significant. 

In the long term, as explained above, because the area to the north of the project site is 

already approved for development, and the area to the south is also planned for 

development, and the area to the east of the site is already developed, maintenance of 

wildlife movement through the project site would not be meaningful. Therefore, the 

effect of the Proposed Action on wildlife movement would be less than significant. No 

mitigation is required. 

Alts. 1 

through 5 

Alternatives 1 through 5 would also incorporate corridors for wildlife movement in the 

northwestern portion of the project site and would maintain the intermittent creek 

corridors. Alternatives 1 and 2 involve the same reduced footprint of development and 

in addition to the open space area in the northwest these alternatives would maintain 

large areas in the central portions of the site as open space. These substantial open space 

areas would be effective wildlife corridors. However, because in the long term, these 

areas would not connect to any designated open space to the north or south and would 

be also fragmented by a number of on-site roadways, they would not be effective 

wildlife movement corridors. Similarly, although Alternative 3 (Central Preserve 

Alternative) would provide a substantial swath of contiguous open space that would 

extend from the project site’s southern boundary to the northwestern boundary, this 

open space area would not connect to any designated open space area to the south and 

within the project site, this open space area would be fragmented by on-site roads. 

Similarly, Alternatives 4 and 5 (One Acre and Half Acre Fill Alternatives) would 

provide additional open space areas on the project site but these areas would not 

connect to designated open space to the north or south and would be also fragmented 

by a number of on-site roadways, they would not be effective wildlife movement 

corridors. Therefore all of the alternatives would essentially provide an effective 

wildlife movement area only in the northwestern portion of the site, and would be 

generally similar to the No Action Alternative and the Proposed Action with respect to 

the remainder of the site. For reasons presented above, the effect of all of the 
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alternatives on wildlife movement in the short term and in the long term would be less 

than significant.  

Off-Site Alt. The Off-Site Alternative site plan designates substantial acreage of land adjacent to the 

intermittent creek in the southeastern portion of the site as open space and therefore 

wildlife movement along the creek corridor is not expected to be affected under this 

alternative. The open space area along the intermittent creek would not be developed 

with roads or bridges and therefore there would not be a potential for obstructing 

wildlife movement within this area. The development of the mixed-use community in 

the remainder of the site would have the potential to obstruct wildlife movement. 

However, because the corridor along the intermittent creek would be preserved and the 

lands to the east and south are either developed or planned for development, the 

development of the alternative site would not substantially affect wildlife movement. 

The installation of the off-site infrastructure corridor could temporarily block 

movement during construction but no permanent obstruction would occur over the 

long term as the utility lines would be placed underground. In addition, the portion of 

the off-site infrastructure corridor that passes along Pleasant Grove Creek would be 

located on the edge of the creek corridor and thus would not have the potential to block 

movement along the main portion of the creek corridor. 

For the reasons listed above, the Off-Site Alternative and its associated off-site 

infrastructure would not substantially affect wildlife movement, and this impact is less 

than significant. No mitigation is required.  

  

Impact BIO-10 Loss of Riparian Habitat 

No Action 

Alt.  

The No Action Alternative would not result in any direct removal of riparian habitat as 

no riparian habitat is present on the site and no activities that would affect waters of the 

U.S. would occur under this alternative. No direct or indirect effects would occur. 

Proposed 

Action, Alts. 

1 through 5 

Under the Proposed Action and Alternatives 1 through 5, there would be no effects on 

riparian habitat as no riparian areas are present on the project site, including the 

intermittent streams in the northwestern portion of the site. Therefore, no direct or 

indirect effects on riparian habitat would occur. 

Off-Site Alt. Riparian habitat occurs only along the intermittent creek in the southeastern portion of 

the alternative site. This area will be designated open space and no bridges or culverts 

would be constructed in this portion of the alternative site. Furthermore, the open space 

area along the intermittent creek would be in the southeastern corner of the alternative 

site, at a distance from the areas that would be developed with urban uses and therefore 

the potential for human intrusion in this area would be low. The off-site infrastructure 

corridor would cross Pleasant Grove Creek in the vicinity of the Pleasant Grove 

Wastewater Treatment Plant and thus would have the potential to affect riparian habitat 

if it exists along this section of the corridor. Therefore, the direct effect of this alternative 
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on riparian habitat would be significant. Mitigation Measure BIO-10 would be 

implemented to reduce this effect to a less than significant level. Although the USACE 

cannot enforce the measure, Section 1602 of the California Fish and Game Code is 

required by law. Therefore, there is reasonable certainty that it will be implemented. No 

indirect effect would occur. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-10: Mitigation for Riparian Habitat Impact  

(Applicability – Off-Site Alternative) 

In compliance with Section 1602 of the Fish and Game Code, the Applicant will enter into a Streambed Alteration 

Agreement which will require that any riparian habitat disturbed during construction of the sewer line will be 

restored and revegetated. 

  

Impact BIO-11 Effects on On-Site Fish Species 

No Action 

Alt., 

Proposed 

Action, Alts. 

1 through 5 

The intermittent streams in the northwestern portion of the project site are relatively 

small drainages which are shallow and do not contain sufficient depths of water to 

support fish for most of the year. The streams historically have been dry during the 

summer months. Anadromous fish species, such as Central Valley spring and winter-run 

Chinook salmon and steelhead, do not occur within the streams. Therefore, direct and 

indirect impacts on fish species would be less than significant. No mitigation is 

required. 

Off-Site Alt. The intermittent stream along the eastern boundary of the alternative site is expected to 

support only resident warm-water fish species during the wet season. No anadromous 

fish species occur within the stream. There would be no impacts to the resident fish 

species in the intermittent stream because the intermittent stream is located within an 

open space preserve on the alternative site and no project-related activities would occur 

in this area. While anadromous fish species occur with Pleasant Grove Creek, the 

segment of the off-site infrastructure corridor that passes along Pleasant Grove Creek 

would be located on the edge of the creek corridor and thus would not affect fish species. 

Therefore, direct and indirect impacts on fish species would be less than significant. No 

mitigation is required. 

  

Impact BIO-12 Effects on Fish Habitat from Water Diversions 

No Action Alt., 

Proposed 

Action, Alts. 1 

through 5 

As described in Section 3.15, Utilities and Service Systems, water demands from the 

No Action Alternative, in addition to City buildout demands, would result in the total 

surface water supply need of approximately 63,455 acre-feet per year (afy) 

(7,827 hectare-meter per year [hmy]) in 2025. This amount would be offset by the 

projected use of recycled water in the City, so the net demand for water in 2025 would 

be 58,993 afy (7,265 hmy). The Proposed Action and Alternative 1 through 5, in 

addition to City buildout demands, would demand a volume of surface water ranging 
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from 63,345 afy (7,814 hmy) to 63,629 afy (7,849 hmy) in 2025. The difference in water 

demand between the Proposed Action and Alternative 1 through 5, as compared to the 

No Action Alternative is not significant. In addition, the Proposed Action has the 

largest water demand, which has already been approved by the City of Roseville, as 

explained in Section 3.15, Utilities and Service Systems. Therefore, the smaller water 

demand from the other on-site alternatives would be fully met by the City’s water 

supply.  

The diversion of 58,900 afy (7,265 hmy) from the American River could result in effects 

on fisheries resources and aquatic habitat by changing the existing hydrologic 

conditions. The environmental effects from this diversion were analyzed under the 

Water Forum Proposal EIR certified in 1999. Because the Water Forum Proposal (WFP) 

EIR is more than 10 years old, the City of Roseville conducted an additional analysis to 

confirm or update the American River and Delta related impacts that would result 

from the City of Roseville diverting 58,900 afy (7,265 hmy) from the American River. 

The new analysis (referred to as Technical Memorandum prepared by RBI and HDR in 

2009) is based on current regional water supply issues and conditions that have 

changed since publication of the WFP EIR in 1999. As documented in this study, these 

changed conditions include Central Valley Project operational changes implemented 

since the publication of the WFP EIR as well as other reasonably foreseeable actions 

that may impact Central Valley Project/State Water Project operations (RBI and HDR 

2009). The Proposed Action’s water supply need is part of the City of Roseville's 

overall American River water supply previously assessed under the WFP EIR. The 

Technical Memorandum is included in Appendix 3.4. 

In all cases, the Technical Memorandum confirmed that the analysis and conclusions in 

the WFP EIR are still valid under the changed conditions and that no new or 

substantially more severe significant impacts to fisheries would occur. The mitigation 

measures identified in the WFP EIR for these impacts are still valid. The mitigation 

requires the implementation of the Lower American River Habitat Management 

Element, which includes measures for dry year flow augmentation, control of flow 

fluctuations at Folsom and Nimbus Dams, restoration of wetland/slough complexes, 

selective incorporation of instream woody debris, and improvements to Chinook 

salmon spawning habitat. These measures are further discussed below. A summary of 

the impacts and mitigation measures in the WFP EIR are also included in 

Appendix 3.4. 

In general, the WFP EIR concluded that increased surface water diversions could result 

in impacts to water quality by lowering reservoir storage and river flows. Lower 

volumes of water in both Folsom Reservoir and the Lower American and Sacramento 

rivers would provide less dilution for existing levels of nutrient, pathogen, total 

dissolved solids, total organic carbon, and priority pollutant loadings. Similarly, 

reduced Delta inflows could affect various Delta water quality parameters. The effects 

on fisheries resources and aquatic habitat from the diversions are summarized below.  
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Folsom Reservoir and Lake Natoma 

As analyzed in the WFP EIR and the Technical Memorandum, the changes in storage 

levels anticipated in the Folsom Reservoir would not adversely affect the habitat 

quality, quantity or prey availability for cold-water species. The impact to cold-water 

species would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required (WFP EIR 

Impact 4.5-1). Folsom Reservoir under the WFP would frequently reduce reservoir 

storage (and thus water levels) during the critical spawning and rearing period (i.e., 

March through September), which could reduce the availability of littoral (nearshore) 

habitat containing vegetation. Reduced littoral habitat availability would be a 

potentially significant impact to Folsom Reservoir warm-water fisheries because it 

could result in increased predation on young warm-water fishes (WFP Impact 4.5-2). 

Implementation of the adopted mitigation measure, which would require plantings 

and related activities to encourage existing willow and terrestrial vegetative 

communities to become established at lower reservoir elevations, and provide artificial 

habitat structures to compensate for loss of littoral habitat, would enhance spawning 

and rearing conditions for warm-water fish.  

The WFP EIR found the impacts to cold-water and warm-water fish populations in 

Lake Natoma to be less than significant because changes to the lake parameters would 

be minor (WFP EIR Impact 4.5-3). The impacts to operations and fish production of the 

Nimbus Fish Hatchery were also determined to be less than significant (WFP EIR 

Impact 4.5-4). 

Lower American River 

The WFP EIR presented flow- and temperature-related impacts separately by species 

and life stage.  

The WFP EIR found the impacts to fall-run Chinook salmon to be potentially 

significant, primarily as a result of frequent reductions in lower American River (LAR) 

flows during October through December (WFP EIR Impact 4.5-5). Mitigation included 

dry year flow augmentation, restoration, and maintenance of the wetland/slough 

complex, instream cover, and habitat management.  

The WFP EIR found that the combination of temperature and flow changes under the 

Water Forum Agreement would not be expected to adversely affect the long-term 

population trends of steelhead in the Lower American River. This would be a less than 

significant impact (WFP EIR Impact 4.5-6). The WFP EIR found flow-related impacts to 

splittail to be potentially significant as a result of reductions in inundated riparian 

spawning habitat in the LAR during the February through May period (WFP EIR 

Impact 4.5-7). Mitigation included flow fluctuation criteria and habitat management. 

The WFP EIR found the impacts to shad and striped bass to be less than significant 

(WFP EIR Impacts 4.5-8 and 4.5-9). 

Other CVP Reservoir Storage 

The WFP EIR found the impacts to cold-water and warm-water fisheries in Shasta 



3.4 Biological Resources 

Impact Sciences, Inc. 3.4-87 Westbrook Draft EIS 

USACE #200500938  May 2013 

Reservoir (WFP EIR Impacts 4.5-10 and 4.5-11), Trinity Reservoir (WFP EIR Impacts 

4.5-12 and 4.5-13), and Keswick Reservoir (WFP EIR Impact 4.5-14) to be less than 

significant. 

Sacramento River 

The WFP EIR found the flow-related impacts to fisheries resources in the upper and 

lower Sacramento River to be less than significant (WFP EIR Impact 4.5-15) and the 

temperature-related impacts to fish resources in the lower Sacramento River to be less 

than significant (WFP EIR Impact 4.5-16). 

Delta 

The WFP EIR found the impacts to Delta fish resources to be less than significant (WFP 

EIR Impact 4.5-17). 

As explained in the Technical Memorandum, all of the mitigation measures identified 

in the WFP EIR are still valid and no new or more significant impacts would occur as a 

result of changes since the WFP EIR was published.  

The USACE independently evaluated the information provided in these previous 

analyses and also concluded that the diversion of surface water up to the amount of 

the City’s current Water Forum Agreement wet year water supply entitlement of 

58,900 afy (7,265 hmy), from the American River and Folsom Reservoir to serve the 

water supply needs of the No Action Alternative, Proposed Action, or Alternatives 1 

through 5, in conjunction with other development in the service area of the City of 

Roseville will result in effects on fisheries that are less than significant or would be 

reduced to less than significant with previously identified mitigation measures. No 

additional mitigation is required. 

Off-Site Alt. As described in Section 3.15, Utilities and Service Systems, the Off-Site Alternative 

would be served by the Placer County Water Agency (PCWA) and would demand 

966 afy (119 hmy) of water. The PCWA projects that 262,838 afy (32,421 hmy) of water 

supplies will be available to western Placer County in 2035. Total cumulative water 

demand in 2035 for western Placer County (Zones 1 and 5) served by the PCWA, 

including the water needed to serve the Off-Site Alternative, is estimated at 215,921 afy 

(26,633 hmy). As the data shows, there would be adequate supply to serve the 

cumulative demand, including the demand associated with the Off-Site Alternative. 

Development of the Off-Site Alternative, along with other foreseeable future 

development within Placer County, including current demands on PCWA contracted 

water, would not exceed the PCWA’s existing currently contracted surface water 

supplies and additional diversion of water from surface sources would not be 

required. Furthermore, the PCWA conducted an evaluation of potential effects to 

riverine fisheries from the diversion of surface waters in the American River Pump 

Station EIS/EIR (PCWA 2002). That evaluation shows that all impacts on fish species in 

the lower American River and the Sacramento River would be less than significant. In 

summary, all effects would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 
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3.4.6 RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS 

All of the impacts on biological resources would either be less than significant or would be reduced to 

less than significant with mitigation.  

3.4.7 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The analysis presented above addresses the Proposed Action’s impacts on wetlands, other sensitive 

natural communities, special-status plant and wildlife species, and wildlife corridors. The Proposed 

Action would result in the filling of waters of the U.S. and direct and indirect effects on vernal pool 

crustacean habitat. Given past and reasonably foreseeable losses of wetlands and vernal pool invertebrate 

habitat in the region, the effects of the Proposed Action would have the potential to cumulate with other 

losses in the region. In addition, the Proposed Action would affect wildlife movement by fragmenting 

open space habitat. The obstruction of wildlife habitat throughout the region could also result in 

cumulative effects on wildlife. Additionally, the Proposed Action would remove grassland habitat which 

is used for foraging by protected raptors and other birds, including Swainson’s hawk.  

Other biological resource impacts of the Proposed Action would not have the potential to cumulate and 

result in substantial adverse cumulative impacts. For instance, impacts to western spadefoot toad would 

be limited to potential construction-phase losses that would be minimized by Mitigation Measure BIO-6. 

Similarly, due to absence of suitable habitat, minimal impacts on protected raptor species and nesting 

birds are anticipated which would be further minimized by the implementation of Mitigation Measure 

BIO-7. The Proposed Action would not have the potential to affect the California red-legged frog, 

California tiger salamander, giant garter snake, Valley Elderberry longhorn beetle, special-status bats, or 

fish species. As these impacts would not have the potential to cumulate, they are not analyzed below. 

3.4.7.1 Current Status of the Resource 

As vernal pools, seasonal wetlands and associated grasslands are the primary habitats on the project site 

that would be affected by the Proposed Action and alternatives, the current status of the resources in the 

cumulative study area as well as in the wider Central Valley region is described below to provide the 

context for the evaluation of cumulative impacts, especially to vernal pool invertebrates and their habitat. 

For the definition of the cumulative study area, please see Subsection 3.0.3. 

Central Valley Vernal Pools  

The Central Valley of California encompasses an area of more than 13 million acres (5 million hectares). 

According to Holland, the Central Valley encompassed up to 7 million acres (3 million hectares) of vernal 

pool landscapes5 in the early 1800s (Holland 2009). However, according to a study by Frayer, the seasonal 

wetlands of the Central Valley totaled about 4 million acres (2 million hectares) in the 1850s (Frayer et al. 

                                                        
5 Vernal pool landscapes refer to vernal pool wetlands and the surrounding grassland matrix within which vernal 

pools typically occur. 
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1989). Through the 1800s, these landscapes were destroyed or fragmented by conversion to agriculture, 

mineral extraction, and water conveyance and storage projects. Between the 1930s and 1970s, agricultural 

conversion and urbanization of the landscape further reduced the habitat (Frayer et al. 1989).  

Based on aerial photographs of the Central Valley taken over a period from 1976 to 1995, with most taken 

between 1982 and 1992, Holland noted that only 995,000 acres (403,000 hectares) of vernal pool landscape 

was left in the Central Valley in 1997. This represents an 87 percent reduction in the original landscape 

acreage (Holland 2009).  

According to the USFWS, from 1992 to 1998, 125,591 acres (50,824 hectares) of grazing land were 

converted to other agricultural uses in the Central Valley (USFWS 2005). It is likely that much of this land 

supported vernal pools.  

Conversion of vernal pool landscape to intensive agricultural uses continues to contribute to the decline 

of vernal pools. In recent years, the habitats have also been destroyed as a result of urban development, 

including residential, commercial, and industrial projects, and infrastructure associated with 

urbanization (USFWS 2005). As of 2005, the vernal pool landscape in the Central Valley was reduced 

further to 896,000 acres (363,000 hectares) (Holland 2009). The amount of loss over this period of time was 

not distributed evenly across Central Valley. For example, Merced County lost 6,100 acres (2,500 hectares) 

between 1986 and 1997, and an additional 18,000 acres (7,300 hectares) of habitat between 1997 and 2005. 

Placer County lost 10,440 acres (4,225 hectares) between 1994 and 1997, and an additional 6,600 acres 

(2,670 hectares) of vernal pool landscape between 1997 and 2005. On the other hand, Mariposa County 

did not have any vernal pool landscape losses in this timeframe (Holland 2009).  

According to Holland, the majority (81 percent) of vernal pool grasslands were lost because of conversion 

of range land to agricultural land, which is typically outside of the normal regulatory processes that 

apply to other land use conversions (urban, commercial, infrastructure, and industrial) under both 

federal and state laws. Therefore, the vernal pool grassland losses associated with converting grazing 

land to agricultural land are mostly unmitigated (AECOM 2009). Little to no vernal pool landscape has 

been created or preserved to compensate for these losses due to agricultural conversions (Holland 2009).  

Study Area Vernal Pool Habitat and Wetlands 

As noted earlier, according to Holland, Placer County lost 10,440 acres (4,224 hectares) between 1994 and 

1997 and an additional 6,600 acres (2,670 hectares) of vernal pool landscape between 1997 and 2005 

(Holland 2009). The change in vernal pool grassland habitat within the study area is shown on Figure 

3.4-11, Converted Vernal Pool Grassland in Cumulative Study Area Circa 2011. The graphic shows the 

vernal pool grassland areas that had been converted by 1970, with about 8,000 acres (3,000 hectares) (62 

percent) converted by agricultural uses and about 5,000 acres (2,000 hectares) (38 percent) due to urban 

development. The graphic also shows vernal pool grassland areas that were converted between 1970 and 

2011, with about 31,000 acres (13,000 hectares) due to agricultural conversions and about 29,000 acres 

(12,000 hectares) due to urban development. During this timeframe, approximately 9,400 acres 

(3,800 hectares) of vernal pool grassland within the study area was placed in preserves or conservation 

areas. 
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Between approximately 1990 and 2010, 252 projects were permitted by the USACE in the study area. Of 

these permitted projects, 230 permits contained complete data regarding wetland impacts and mitigation 

that the USACE used to estimate the magnitude of impact to the waters of the U.S. within the study area 

(see Appendix 3.4 which presents details of the permits that were reviewed to develop the data reported 

below). The 230 permits included 27 standard permits, 190 nationwide permits, one regional general 

permit, and eight letters of permission. Table 3.4-21, Waters of the U.S. Impacts and Mitigation (in 

Acres) based on Recent Permits Issued by the USACE in the Cumulative Study Area, below, presents 

the acres of waters filled as a result of development authorized by these permits, as well as the mitigation 

required by the permits to compensate for the filling of wetlands and other waters. The permits 

authorized the fill of about 438.93 acres (177.63 hectares). This included approximately 148 acres 

(60 hectares) (44 percent of total) of vernal pools and 291 acres (118 hectares) (66 percent) of other waters 

of the U.S. The projects authorized by the permits provided various forms of mitigation, which included 

on-site preservation, creation, and restoration, payment towards the National Fish and Wildlife Fund, 

purchase of mitigation credits in study area mitigation banks, and purchase of mitigation credits in 

mitigation banks outside the study area. As Table 3.4-21 shows, a total of about 1,254 acres (507 hectares) 

of mitigation were required under the permits issued. In general, the USACE required mitigation, which 

includes creation, restoration/enhancement as well as preservation, for vernal pool losses at an average 

rate of 3.15 acres (1.27 hectares) for every acre filled whereas losses of other waters of the U.S. were 

compensated at an average rate of about 2.71 acres (1.1 hectares) for every acre filled. However, if the 

approved fill is compared only to mitigation provided in the form of creation, restoration or enhancement 

of wetlands, vernal pool losses in the study area were compensated at an average rate of 1.41 acres 

(0.57 hectare) for every acre filled and losses of other waters of the U.S. were compensated at an average 

rate of about 1.46 acres (0.59 hectare) for every acre filled.  

Of the 1,254 acres (507 hectares) of required compensatory mitigation, 1,163 acres (471 hectares) or 

93 percent was required to be located within the study area, with the remaining 91 acres (37 hectares) or 

7 percent located outside of the study area. The compensatory mitigation located within the study area 

has created 604 acres (224 hectares) and preserved 545 acres (221 hectares) of waters of the U.S.  

It is noted that the numbers reported above are based on a review of permits issued by the USACE. These 

do not take into account the rates of success or failure of wetlands mitigation.6  

                                                        
6 In a study of Section 401 permit files and permit-related mitigation projects throughout the state of California, 

the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) found that of the 143 permits that were evaluated, the Board 

authorized approximately 217 acres (87.8 hectares) of impacts (including temporary impacts) and required that 

445 acres (180.1 hectares) of mitigation be provided. The analyses showed that 417 acres (168.8 hectares) of actual 

mitigation acreage was obtained, resulting in an overall mitigation ratio of 1.9:1. When considering permanent 

impacts (true losses) to creation and restoration mitigation (true gains), the results showed that “no net loss” of 

acreage was being achieved overall although in the case of about 39 percent of individual files, net acreage losses 

were identified. The study suggested that permittees were, for the most part, meeting their mitigation 

obligations, but the ecological condition of the resulting mitigation projects was not optimal and that a net loss of 

wetland function did occur for the wetlands included in this study (SWRCB 2007). 
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Table 3.4-21  

Waters of the U.S. Impacts and Mitigation (in Acres)  

based on Recent Permits Issued by the USACE in the Cumulative Study Area 

 

Wetland Type 

Total 

Impact 

Total 

Mitigation 

On-Site Mitigation 

Mitigation Banks within 

Study Area 

Mitigation Banks Outside 

of Study Areaa 

Creation 

Restored/ 

Enhanced Preserved Creation Preservation Creation Preservation 

Vernal Pools 147.55b 465.24 71.33 0 76.41 121.05 132.09 16.35 48.01 

Other Waters of U.S. 291.38c 788.69 180.30 13.95d 296.36 231.68 39.95 26.45 0 

Total 438.93 1,253.93 251.63 13.95 372.77 352.73 172.04 42.8 48.01 

Total Delineated 1,099.51         

    

Note: 
a Includes mitigation sites that are in unknown locations 
b Total impact does not include 0.87 acre of temporary impact to vernal pools. 
c Total impact does not include 13.79 acres of temporary impact to other waters of the U.S. 
d Includes 11.9 acres of restored and 2.05 acres of enhanced wetlands 
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Other Present and Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions and Projects 

Based on the permit applications that are on file with the USACE and information on the development 

projects that have received approval from the local jurisdictions, the projects listed in Table 3.4-22, 

Present and Reasonably Foreseeable Actions in the Study Area, are considered present and reasonably 

foreseeable future actions and projects within the cumulative study area for biological resources. 

 

Table 3.4-22 

Present and Reasonably Foreseeable Actions in the Study Area 

 

Project  

Total Vernal Pools and 

Other Waters of the U.S. 

* (acres) 

Estimated Impacts** 

(acres) 

Fiddyment Road Wideninga 0.44 0.44 

Amoruso Specific Plan 38.63 ND 

Creekview Specific Planb 33.83 14.17 

Regional University Specific Planc 85.28 18.00 

Placer Vineyards Specific Pland 177.00 119.00 

Riolo Vineyards Specific Plane 12.58 1.17 

Placer Parkway Alternative 5f 152.00 ND 

Reason Farms Retentiong 71.44 0.75 

Sierra Vista Specific Planh 36.07 24.81 

Elverta Specific Plani 36.40 ~36.40 

Lincoln 270j 30.37 10.56 

Sutter Pointe Specific Plank 70.00 ND 

Village 7 Specific Planl 30.63 6.87 

TOTAL 736.04 ~225.3 

    

Note: ND – not determined 
a Department of the Army Permit SPK-2010-00735. August 5, 2011. (note: these impacts are permitted for fill) 
b Granite Bay Development II, LLC. 30 November 2010. Biological Resources Assessment for the 560-Acre Creekview Specific 

Plan. Prepared by North Fork Associates. 
c Placer County. December 2007. Draft EIR Regional University Specific Plan. Prepared by PBS&J. 
d ECORP Consulting, 2012.  
e Placer County. January 2008. Draft EIR Riolo Vineyards Specific Plan. Prepared by URS. 
f Placer County. June 2007. Draft EIR Placer Parkway. Prepared by URS. (note: Alternative 5 was determined to be the 

preferred alternative) 
g City of Roseville. 16 October 2002. Draft EIR for the City of Roseville Retention Basin Project. Prepared by URS. 
h Gibson and Skordal. 2012. Memorandum. May 18.  
i Sacramento County. 2007. Elverta Specific Plan Final EIR. 
j Department of Army Permit for Lincoln 270.  
K Measure M Group. 10 September 2007. Wetland Delineation for Sutter Pointe Specific Plan. Prepared by ECORP. 
l City of Lincoln. June 2009. Draft EIR Village 7 Specific Plan Project. Prepared by PBS&J. 

* Jurisdictional waters of the U.S. 

** On-Site impacts, not yet approved by the USACE 
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Placer County’s population is expected to increase by 270,837 people from 2005 to reach a total of 

570,709 by 2035 (SACOG 2008) and increase by 484,000 people from 2007 to reach a total of 811,000 by 

2060 (Hausrath Economics Group 2008). Most of this growth is expected to occur in the cities and 

unincorporated areas of western Placer County. The majority of the population and employment growth 

requires land for urban/suburban residential, commercial, office and industrial uses, and associated 

infrastructure and public support facilities (e.g., wastewater treatment plants, libraries, landfills, etc.). 

Based on plans and proposals for development in the cities and the unincorporated areas and on 

planning level assumptions about development density, an estimated 68,000 acres (28,000 hectares) of 

land conversion would accommodate this growth, of which 57,000 acres (23,000 hectares) would be in 

unincorporated Placer County and Lincoln. The remainder would be in the cities of Auburn, Loomis, 

Rocklin, and Roseville (TRA Environmental Sciences 2011). According to the draft Placer County 

Conservation Plan (PCCP), the far western portions of Placer County are expected to be preserved. 

As explained above, the Sacramento County 2030 General Plan identifies some growth areas to the south 

of the Placer County southern boundary, within the study area. The area identified for growth is 

designated for low-density residential uses. The remaining areas within the Sacramento County portion 

of the study area are designated for agricultural uses, so would not likely be developed. 

The study area also includes a portion of Sutter County. With respect to the Sutter County portion of the 

study area, the County General Plan designates most of the area for agricultural and open space uses and 

a portion of it for development of a new town under the Sutter Pointe Specific Plan. 

Figure 3.4-12, Converted Vernal Pool Grassland in Cumulative Study Area Circa 2060, shows the 

additional areas of vernal pool grassland habitat within the study area that are anticipated to be 

converted between 2010 and 2060 based on the projected growth in the area as reported in the draft 

PCCP, the relevant general plans, and other information. As shown in this figure, approximately 

19,000 acres (7,700 hectares) of additional potential habitat would be converted if the projected growth 

occurs in the study area. 

  

Cumulative Impact BIO-1 Loss of Aquatic Resources  

No Action 

Alt. 

As discussed above, agricultural practices and conversions, urban development, and 

infrastructure development have resulted in a cumulative loss of aquatic resources, 

including vernal pools, in the study area. Future growth is anticipated to further add to 

this cumulative impact. The No Action Alternative would not result in filling of any 

aquatic resources on the project site because filling of the waters of the U.S. would be 

avoided by design. Therefore, this alternative would not contribute to the cumulative 

impact. The alternative’s impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation is 

required. 
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Proposed 

Action 

Agricultural practices and conversions, urban development, and infrastructure 

development have resulted in a cumulative loss of wetlands, including vernal pools, in 

the study area. Future growth is anticipated to further add to this cumulative impact and 

the Proposed Action would make a small contribution to this impact by filling about 

9.61 acres of vernal pools and other waters of the U.S. Compliance with the USACE’s 

regulatory requirements will further reduce the Proposed Action’s contribution to the 

cumulative impact to less than significant.  

As noted earlier, conversion of grasslands with embedded vernal pools to intensive 

agricultural uses has contributed to the decline of vernal pools and other aquatic 

resources in the study area. The total amount of wetland fill that has occurred in the 

study area is not available because data on acreages filled by ongoing agricultural 

activities are not available. However, data on fills permitted by the USACE are available 

and as noted above, based on DA permits issued by the USACE between 1990 and 2010, 

the USACE authorized the filling of about 438.93 acres (177.63 hectares) of aquatic 

resources in the study area. This included approximately 148 acres (60 hectares) 

(44 percent of the total acreage filled in the study area) of vernal pools and 291 acres 

(118 hectares) (66 percent) of other waters of the U.S. As noted above, the projects 

authorized by the permits provided various forms of mitigation. Of the 1,254 acres 

(507 hectares) of required compensatory mitigation, 1,163 acres (471 hectares) or 

93 percent was required to be located within the study area, with the remaining 91 acres 

(37 hectares) or 7 percent located outside of the study area. The compensatory mitigation 

located within the study area has offset the loss of about 439 acres of aquatic resources by 

creating 604 acres (224 hectares) and preserving 545 acres (221 hectares) of waters of the 

U.S.  

Future growth in the study area is anticipated to result in additional filling of aquatic 

resources. As shown in Table 3.4-22, foreseeable projects subject to the USACE 

regulatory program, if approved as proposed, could potentially result in the filling of 

approximately 225 acres (91 hectares) of waters of the U.S. The Proposed Action would 

also contribute to the cumulative loss in the study area by filling approximately 

9.61 acres (3.89 hectares) of waters of the U.S., including vernal pools, seasonal wetlands 

and seasonal wetland swales, as shown in Table 3.4-23, Impacts to Waters of the U.S.  
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Table 3.4-23 

Impacts to the Waters of the U.S. (Acres) 

 

Alternative Total Impacts1 

No Action Alternative 0.00 

Proposed Project 9.61 

Alternatives 1 and 2 3.10 

Alternative 3 5.05 

Alternative 4 0.94 

Alternative 5 0.47 

Off-Site Alternative 11.9 

    

Source: Gibson & Skordal 2012a and 2012c; Salix Consulting 2012 
1 This includes on- and off-site impacts 

 

 All new urban and infrastructure development projects that would result in impacts to 

the waters of the U.S. would be subject to the regulatory and permitting requirements of 

the USACE, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, California Department of Fish and 

Wildlife, and the Regional Water Quality Control Board. In compliance with the no net 

loss policy of the federal government, these projects would be required to demonstrate 

that after avoidance and minimization, any compensatory mitigation put forth by the 

project proponents for loss of wetland habitats would result in no net loss of wetland 

functions and values and that adverse impacts to special-status species that might be 

affected by filling of wetland habitat are avoided, minimized or mitigated. As noted 

earlier, the USACE’s compensatory mitigation program requires mitigation in kind and 

in amounts (ratios) that take into account temporal loss as well as risk of failure. 

Therefore, if a proposed project, after avoidance and minimization, provides mitigation 

that meets the USACE’s requirements for compensatory mitigation, it is presumed that 

such a project would not result in a net loss of wetlands and would not make a 

substantial contribution to a cumulative impact on wetlands. Because all development 

projects, including the Proposed Action, are required by law to comply with the no net 

loss policy and provide compensatory mitigation that meets USACE requirements, the 

projects are generally not expected to result in a significant cumulative loss of wetlands 

and other waters of the U.S. in the study area.  

However, the USACE has not received DA permit applications as yet for some of the 

reasonably foreseeable development and infrastructure projects in the study area, and in 

some instances where it has received DA permit applications, it has not yet received 

detailed mitigation plans and therefore cannot determine whether or not the reasonably 

foreseeable development and infrastructure projects will adequately mitigate all losses of 

wetlands. Therefore conservatively, the USACE concludes that there could be a 



 3.4 Biological Resources 

Impact Sciences, Inc. 3.4-98 Westbrook Draft EIS 

USACE #200500938  May 2013 

significant cumulative impact on wetlands in the study area.  

The Proposed Action would result in the filling of a small acreage of aquatic resources, 

and in order to comply with the regulatory requirements, as described under Impact 

BIO-1, the Applicant has put forth a conceptual mitigation plan that provides for 

preservation of 2.98 acres (1.21 hectares) of wetlands and other waters of the U.S. and 

creation/restoration of 3.88 acres (1.57 hectares) of wetlands on the project site. In 

addition, the Applicant has proposed to construct or secure creation/restoration credits 

for 2.40 acres (0.97 hectare) of constructed vernal pools and for 7.00 acres (2.83 hectares) 

of constructed seasonal wetland creation credits from an approved mitigation bank in 

western Placer County within the bank’s approved service area. (The mitigation plan also 

includes securing 5.94 acres (2.40 hectares) of vernal pool preservation credits.) Based on 

the Applicant’s proposed mitigation, the vernal pool compensatory mitigation ratio, 

excluding preservation, for the Proposed Action would be 2.75:1 and for other waters of 

the U.S., the mitigation ratio would be 1.24:1. Including preservation, the ratios would be 

10.7:1 for vernal pools and 1.5:1 for other waters of the U.S. Furthermore, the Applicant 

would be required to implement Mitigation Measure BIO-1a to ensure that the project’s 

impact on aquatic resources remains less than significant and to ensure no net loss. 

Therefore, the contribution of the Proposed Action to the cumulative effect on aquatic 

resources would be less than significant. 

Alts. 1 

through 5 

Although the acreage of wetlands filled under each alternative varies, as shown in Table 

3.4-23, Alternatives 1 through 5 would result in a smaller loss of wetlands and vernal 

pools than the Proposed Action. Therefore, the alternatives would make a smaller 

contribution to the cumulative impact on aquatic resources in the study area. As with the 

Proposed Action, development under any of the alternatives would be required to 

comply with the federal and State regulatory programs for the protection of the waters of 

the U.S. and would implement Mitigation Measure BIO-1a to provide compensatory 

mitigation at ratios acceptable to the USACE. Therefore, the contribution of any of the 

alternatives to any cumulative effect on aquatic resources would be less than significant.  

Off-Site Alt. The Off-Site Alternative would result in the filling of about 11.9 acres (4.8 hectares) of 

vernal pools and other waters of the U.S., as shown in Table 3.4-23, and would thereby 

make a greater contribution to the cumulative impact on the waters of the U.S. As with 

the Proposed Action, development under this alternative would be required to comply 

with the federal and State regulatory programs for the protection of wetlands and would 

implement Mitigation Measure BIO-1a to provide compensatory mitigation at ratios 

acceptable to the USACE for impacts to the waters of the U.S. Therefore, the contribution 

of the alternative to the cumulative effect on aquatic resources would be less than 

significant. 
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Cumulative Impact BIO-2 Loss of Vernal Pool Grassland Habitat  

No Action 

Alt. 

As described above, substantial amount of vernal pool grassland habitat in the study area 

has already been removed in conjunction with past agricultural practices, urban 

development, and infrastructure projects. As of 2011, approximately 73,000 acres (30,000 

hectares) of potential vernal pool grassland habitat in the study area had been converted 

although about 9,400 acres (3,800 hectares) of this habitat was put in preserves within the 

study area between 1970 and 2011. Based on growth projected for the City of Lincoln and 

unincorporated western Placer County over the next 50 years, urban and rural 

development and major infrastructure projects are expected to result in the elimination, 

loss, or modification of approximately 12,000 acres (4,900 hectares) of vernal pool habitat 

(TRA Environmental Sciences 2011). In addition, reasonably foreseeable future 

development within the City of Roseville and its sphere of influence and in the Sutter 

and Sacramento County portions of the study area is anticipated to result in additional 

losses. Figure 3.4-12 shows the vernal pool grassland habitat conversions projected to 

occur through 2060 based on projected growth in the study area. The figure is a 

generalized representation of the resource and is largely based on the projections of land 

conversions developed for western Placer County and Lincoln under the PCCP, 

supplemented with other data for the City of Roseville, as well as with available data for 

portions of the study area that are in Sutter and Sacramento counties. As the graphic 

shows, an estimated 19,000 acres (7,700 hectares) of vernal pool grassland areas are 

anticipated to be converted over the next 50 years. This includes approximately 397 acres 

(161 hectares) of vernal pool grassland habitat that exists on the project site.  

The No Action Alternative has been developed to avoid the filling of all waters of the 

U.S. on the project site. In addition to avoiding all wetlands, the land use plan for the No 

Action Alternative provides a 50-foot buffer around all wetlands that would further 

protect the preserved wetlands. Consequently, this alternative would not result in filling 

of any wetlands on the project site and therefore would avoid the direct take of vernal 

pool crustacean species. However, the No Action Alternative would indirectly affect the 

quality of vernal pool habitat by removing the grassland areas and developing upland 

areas that discharge into vernal pools and wetlands. Therefore, the alternative would 

contribute to the cumulative loss of vernal pool grassland habitat in the study area by 

developing approximately 375 acres of upland habitat on the project site. Absent the 

need for a DA permit from the USACE, impacts to vernal pool crustaceans and their 

habitat under this alternative would require authorization under Section 10 of the federal 

ESA (Mitigation Measure BIO-2a). Although the USACE cannot enforce the measure, 

compliance with Section 10 is required by law. Therefore, there is reasonable certainty 

that it will be implemented. Compliance with Section 10 requirements will render the No 

Action Alternative’s contribution to the cumulative impact on vernal pool grassland 

habitat less than significant. 
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Proposed 

Action 

As discussed above, cumulative development in the study area has resulted in the 

conversion of a substantial amount of vernal pool grassland habitat to agricultural, rural 

residential, urban and infrastructure land uses. Future growth is anticipated to further 

add to this cumulative impact and the Proposed Action would contribute to this impact 

by developing about 397 acres (161 hectares) of vernal pool grassland habitat with 

embedded vernal pools. However with mitigation, the Proposed Action’s contribution to 

this cumulative impact would be rendered less than significant. 

Based on the historical losses of vernal pool grassland habitat and the fact that vernal 

pool grassland habitat losses due to agricultural conversions would continue 

unmitigated, the USACE has determined that the cumulative impact on vernal pool 

habitat within the study area would be significant. By converting about 361 acres 

(146 hectares) of grassland habitat, including about 2.5 to 3 acres (1 to 1.2 hectares) of 

crustacean aquatic habitat, the Proposed Action would contribute to this impact. 

As stated above, all new development, including the Proposed Action, would be subject 

to the regulatory and permitting requirements of the USACE, USFWS, CDFW, and the 

Regional Water Quality Control Board. Projects subject to these requirements must 

demonstrate that mitigation for loss of wetland habitats would result in no net loss of 

wetland functions and values and that mitigation would be sufficient to ensure that 

adverse impacts to special-status species that might be affected by filling of wetland 

habitat would be avoided or mitigated. Specifically, Mitigation Measures BIO-1a, 

BIO-1b, and BIO-2b would reduce the Proposed Action’s direct and indirect effects on 

waters of the U.S., including vernal pools and the effects on listed crustacean aquatic 

habitat to less than significant. Furthermore, as part of the mitigation for impacts to the 

waters of the U.S. and to address the Proposed Action’s impact on state special-status 

species foraging habitat, the Applicant will be required to conserve an equivalent acreage 

of grazing land or farmland elsewhere in the County, which would also help preserve 

vernal pool grasslands within the study area. With the implementation of these 

mitigation measures, the Proposed Action’s contribution to the cumulative impact on 

vernal pool grassland habitat would be rendered less than significant. 

Alts. 1 

through 5 

Although the acreage of open space preserved on the site varies under each on-site 

alternative, in all instances, the acreage designated open space would be greater than the 

Proposed Action. Alternatives 1 through 5 would, nonetheless, develop portions of the 

project site and would result in the loss of vernal pool grassland habitat. Therefore, the 

alternatives would contribute to a significant cumulative impact on vernal pool 

grassland habitat. However, the effects of the alternatives would be reduced to less than 

significant by the same mitigation measures listed above under the Proposed Action.  
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Off-Site Alt. The Off-Site Alternative would also result in the loss of vernal pool grassland habitat and 

would contribute to a significant cumulative impact on vernal pool grassland habitat. 

The effects of the Off-Site Alternative would be reduced to less than significant by the 

same mitigation measures listed above under the Proposed Action.  

  

Cumulative Impact BIO-3 Effects on Wildlife Foraging and Movement Habitat  

No Action 

Alt.  

Cumulative development has resulted in the conversion and fragmentation of a 

substantial amount of natural habitat in the study area. As a result, areas available to 

wildlife for foraging and movement have been reduced and fragmented. Future growth, 

including the No Action Alternative, is anticipated to further add to this cumulative 

impact. Mitigation is proposed in this Draft EIS to reduce the No Action Alternative’s 

contribution to less than significant. 

As noted in Cumulative Impact BIO-2 above, approximately 12,000 acres (4,900 hectares) 

of habitat would be lost due to future development within the Placer County portion of 

the study area. Additional losses, estimated at about 7,000 acres (3,000 hectares) of 

habitat, would occur in association with future projects in Sutter and Sacramento County 

portions of the study area and with future projects within the City of Roseville or its 

sphere of influence.  

The No Action Alternative would develop the project site with urban uses and 

infrastructure and in conjunction with that development remove about 275 acres 

(111 hectares) of foraging and movement habitat for wildlife species. Currently, the area 

to the north of the project site is already approved for development, but the area to the 

south has not been authorized for development by the USACE. Therefore, the No Action 

Alternative would impact wildlife movement from the south through the existing 

grassland on the site but would protect the riparian habitat, which is a higher value 

migration corridor than grasslands. In addition to the developed area to the east of the 

project site, the approved development area to the north of the project site, the area to the 

south is planned for development. Consequently areas for wildlife migration would 

continue to diminish. Therefore, the combined effect of past, current and future projects, 

including the No Action Alternative, on wildlife foraging and movement habitat is 

considered a significant cumulative effect. 

However, the loss of foraging habitat on the project site (which also represents 

Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat) would be compensated by preserving grassland 

habitat at the CDFW-specified ratios. Therefore, with preservation of grassland habitat 

off-site, the No Action Alternative’s contribution to the cumulative impact on foraging 

would be rendered less than significant. 

It is reasonable to assume that other future projects would also be required to reduce 
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their individual impacts as part of their environmental review process and permitting. 

However, despite these measures, some reduction in wildlife habitat would still occur as 

a result of cumulative development. Through its permitting program, the USACE will 

work with study area cities and counties to focus and concentrate growth in certain 

portions of the study area, minimize future losses of wetlands and vernal pool grassland 

habitat within the study area, and compensate for unavoidable losses. These efforts 

would minimize further fragmentation of and reductions in wildlife movement habitat in 

the study area and would concentrate the habitat preservation efforts in certain portions 

of western Placer County that would lead to the preservation of large tracts of land that 

are contiguous and provide wildlife movement opportunities. Therefore, the cumulative 

impact would be reduced to less than significant. 

Proposed 

Action, Alts. 

1 through 5 

The Proposed Action and Alternatives 1 through 5, like the No Action Alternative, would 

result in the loss of grassland areas and movement habitat on the project site and thereby 

contribute to the cumulative impact. Mitigation Measure BIO-1a is proposed in this 

Draft EIS to reduce the contribution of Proposed Action and Alternatives 1 through 5 to 

less than significant. 

Off-Site Alt. The Off-Site Alternative, like the No Action Alternative, would result in the loss of a 

comparable acreage of grassland areas and movement habitat on the alternative site and 

thereby contribute to the cumulative impact. The same mitigation measures, including 

the mitigation measure described under the Proposed Action, would reduce the effect to 

less than significant. 
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3.5 CLIMATE CHANGE 

3.5.1 INTRODUCTION 

This section covers the topic of global climate change and greenhouse gas emissions, describes existing 

conditions at and surrounding the project site, summarizes relevant regulations and policies, and 

analyzes the potential impacts of implementing the Proposed Action and its alternatives on global 

climate.  

Sources of information used in this analysis include: 

 Sierra Vista Specific Plan EIR prepared by the City of Roseville (City of Roseville 2010); 

 Westbrook Specific Plan Amendment Initial Study, prepared by the City of Roseville (City of 

Roseville 2012); 

 Westbrook Amendment to the Sierra Vista Specific Plan Air Quality and Climate Change 

Analysis prepared by Ascent Environmental (Ascent Environmental 2011); and 

 Draft National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Guidance on Consideration of the Effects of 

Climate Change and Greenhouse Gas Emissions prepared by the Council on Environmental 

Quality (CEQ 2010). 

3.5.2 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

3.5.2.1 Background 

Global climate change refers to any significant change in climate measurements, such as temperature, 

precipitation, or wind, lasting for an extended period (i.e., decades or longer) (USEPA 2008a). Climate 

change may result from: 

 natural factors, such as changes in the sun’s intensity or slow changes in the Earth’s orbit around 

the sun; 

 natural processes within the climate system (e.g., changes in ocean circulation, reduction in 

sunlight from the addition of greenhouse gases (GHG) and other gases to the atmosphere from 

volcanic eruptions); and 

 human activities that change the atmosphere’s composition (e.g., through burning fossil fuels) 

and the land surface (e.g., deforestation, reforestation, urbanization, desertification). 

According to scientists, human activities have resulted in a change in global climate. The primary 

manifestation of global climate change has been a rise in the average global tropospheric temperature of 

0.2 degree Celsius (°C) per decade, determined from meteorological measurements worldwide between 

1990 and 2005. Climate change modeling using 2000 emission rates shows that further warming is likely 

to occur, which would induce further changes in the global climate system during the current century 

(IPCC 2007). Changes to the global climate system, ecosystems, and to California, could include: 

 summer warming projections in the first 30 years of the 21st century ranging from about 0.5 to 

2 °C (0.9 to 3.6 °F) and by the last 30 years of the 21st century, from about 1.5 to 5.8 °C (2.7 to 

10.5 °F) (Cal EPA 2006); 
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 declining sea ice and mountain snowpack levels, thereby increasing sea levels and sea surface 

evaporation rates with a corresponding increase in tropospheric water vapor due to the 

atmosphere’s ability to hold more water vapor at higher temperatures (IPCC 2007); 

 rising average global sea levels primarily due to thermal expansion and the melting of glaciers, 

ice caps, and the Greenland and Antarctic ice sheets (model-based projections of global average 

sea level rise at the end of the 21st century range from 0.18 meter to 0.59 meter or 0.59 foot to 

1.94 feet) (IPCC 2007); 

 changing weather patterns, including changes to precipitation, ocean salinity, and wind patterns, 

and more energetic aspects of extreme weather including droughts, heavy precipitation, heat 

waves, extreme cold, and the intensity of tropical cyclones (IPCC 2007); 

 declining Sierra snowpack levels, which account for approximately half of the surface water 

storage in California, by 70 percent to as much as 90 percent over the next 100 years (Cal EPA 

2006); 

 increasing the number of days conducive to ozone formation by 25 to 85 percent (depending on 

the future temperature scenario) in high ozone areas located in the Southern California area and 

the San Joaquin Valley by the end of the 21st century (Cal EPA 2006); 

 increasing the potential for erosion of California’s coastlines and sea water intrusion into the 

Sacramento and San Joaquin Delta and associated levee systems due to the rise in sea level (Cal 

EPA 2006); 

 increasing pest infestation, making California more susceptible to forest fires (Cal EPA 2006); and 

 increasing the demand for electricity by 1 to 3 percent by 2020 due to rising temperatures 

resulting in hundreds of millions of dollars in extra expenditures (Cal EPA 2006). 

The natural process through which heat is retained in the troposphere1 is called the greenhouse effect. 

The greenhouse effect traps heat in the troposphere through a threefold process as follows: (1) short-wave 

radiation in the form of visible light emitted by the Sun is absorbed by the Earth as heat; (2) long-wave 

radiation is re-emitted by the Earth; and (3) GHGs in the upper atmosphere absorb or trap the long-wave 

radiation and re-emit it back towards the Earth and into space. This third process is the focus of current 

climate change actions because increased quantities of GHGs in the earth’s atmosphere result in more of 

the long-wave radiation being trapped in the atmosphere. 

While water vapor and carbon dioxide (CO2) are the most abundant GHGs, other trace GHGs have a 

greater ability to absorb and re-radiate long-wave radiation. To gauge the potency of GHGs, scientists 

have established a Global Warming Potential (GWP) for each GHG based on its ability to absorb and 

re-emit long-wave radiation over a specific period. The GWP of a gas is determined using CO2 as the 

reference gas, which has a GWP of 1 over 100 years (IPCC 1996).2 For example, a gas with a GWP of 10 is 

10 times more potent than CO2 over 100 years. The use of GWP allows GHG emissions to be reported 

using CO2 as a baseline. The sum of each GHG multiplied by its associated GWP is referred to as “carbon 

                                                        
1 The troposphere is the bottom layer of the atmosphere, which varies in height from the Earth’s surface from 6 to 

7 miles. 

2 All Global Warming Potentials are given as 100-year values.  
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dioxide equivalents” (CO2e). This essentially means that 1 metric ton of a GHG with a GWP of 10 has the 

same climate change impacts as 10 metric tons of CO2.  

Greenhouse Gases 

GHGs of most concern include the following compounds: 

 Carbon Dioxide (CO2). Anthropogenic CO2 emissions are primarily generated by fossil fuel 

combustion from stationary and mobile sources. Due to the emergence of industrial facilities and 

mobile sources over the past 250 years, the concentration of CO2 in the atmosphere has increased 

35 percent (USEPA 2008b). Carbon dioxide is also generated by natural sources such as cellular 

respiration, volcanic activity, decomposition of organisms, and forest fires. Carbon dioxide is the 

most widely emitted GHG and is the reference gas (GWP of 1) for determining the GWP of other 

GHGs. In 2004, 82.8 percent of California’s GHG emissions were CO2 (California Energy 

Commission 2007). 

 Methane (CH4). Methane is emitted from biogenic sources (i.e., resulting from the activity of 

living organisms), incomplete combustion in forest fires, landfills, manure management, and 

leaks in natural gas pipelines. In the U.S., the top three sources of CH4 are landfills, natural gas 

systems, and enteric fermentation (USEPA n.d.[a]). Methane is the primary component of natural 

gas, which is used for space and water heating, steam production, and power generation. The 

GWP of CH4 is 21. 

 Nitrous Oxide (N2O). Nitrous oxide is produced by natural and human-related sources. Primary 

human-related sources include agricultural soil management, animal manure management, 

sewage treatment, mobile and stationary combustion of fossil fuel, adipic acid production, and 

nitric acid production. The GWP of N2O is 310. 

 Hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs). HFCs typically are used as refrigerants in both stationary 

refrigeration and mobile air conditioning. The use of HFCs for cooling and foam blowing is 

growing particularly as the continued phase-out of chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs) and 

hydrochlorofluorocarbons (HCFCs) gains momentum. The GWP of HFCs ranges from 140 for 

HFC-152a to 6,300 for HFC-236fa. 

 Perfluorocarbons (PFCs). Perfluorocarbons are compounds consisting of carbon and fluorine. 

They are primarily created as a byproduct of aluminum production and semiconductor 

manufacturing. Perfluorocarbons are potent GHGs with a GWP several thousand times that of 

carbon dioxide, depending on the specific PFC. Another area of concern regarding PFCs is their 

long atmospheric lifetime of up to 50,000 years (Energy Information Administration 2007). The 

global warming potentials (GWPs) of PFCs range from 5,700 to 11,900. 

 Sulfur Hexafluoride (SF6). Sulfur hexafluoride is a colorless, odorless, nontoxic, nonflammable 

gas. It is most commonly used as an electrical insulator in high voltage equipment that transmits 

and distributes electricity. Sulfur hexafluoride is the most potent GHG that has been evaluated by 

the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change with a GWP of 23,900. However, its global 

warming contribution is not as high as the GWP would indicate due to its low mixing ratio, as 

compared to CO2 (4 parts per trillion [ppt] in 1990 versus 365 parts per million [ppm] of CO2) 

(USEPA n.d.[b]). 
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Global Ambient CO2 Concentrations 

Air trapped by ice has been extracted from core samples taken from polar ice sheets to determine the 

global atmospheric variation of CO2, CH4, and N2O from before the start of industrialization, around 

1750, to over 650,000 years ago. For that period, CO2 concentrations ranged from 180 ppm to 300 ppm. For 

the period from around 1750 to the present, global CO2 concentrations increased from a pre-

industrialization period concentration of 280 ppm to 379 ppm in 2005, with the 2005 value far exceeding 

the upper end of the pre-industrial period range (California Energy Commission 2006a). Global CH4 and 

N2O concentrations show similar increases for the same period (see Table 3.5-1, Comparison of Global 

Pre-Industrial and Current GHG Concentrations). 

 

Table 3.5-1 

Comparison of Global Pre-Industrial and Current GHG Concentrations 
 

Greenhouse Gas 

Early Industrial Period 

Concentrations 

Natural Range for 

Last 650,000 Years 2005 Concentrations 

Carbon Dioxide (CO2) 280 ppm 180 to 300 ppm 379 ppm 

Methane (CH4) 715 ppb 320 to 790 ppb 1774 ppb 

Nitrous Oxide (N2O) 270 ppb NA 319 ppb 

    
Source: Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, Climate Change 2007: The Physical Science Basis, Summary for 
Policymakers 2007 
ppm=parts per million 
ppb=parts per billion 

 

Contributions to Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Global 

Worldwide anthropogenic GHG emissions are tracked for industrialized nations (referred to as Annex I) 

and developing nations (referred to as Non-Annex I). Man-made GHG emissions for Annex I nations are 

available through 2007. Man-made GHG emissions for Non-Annex I nations are available through 2005. 

The sum of these emissions totaled approximately 42,133 million metric tons of CO2 equivalents 

(MMTCO2e).3 It should be noted that global emissions inventory data are not all from the same year and 

may vary depending on the source of the emissions inventory data.4 The top five countries and the 

                                                        
3  The CO2 equivalent emissions commonly are expressed as “million metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent 

(MMTCO2E).” The carbon dioxide equivalent for a gas is derived by multiplying the tons of the gas by the 

associated GWP, such that MMTCO2E = (million metric tons of a GHG) x (GWP of the GHG). For example, the 

GWP for methane is 21. This means that the emission of one million metric tons of methane is equivalent to the 

emission of 21 million metric tons of CO2. 

4  The global emissions are the sum of Annex I and non-Annex I countries, without counting Land-Use, Land-Use 

Change and Forestry (LULUCF). For countries without 2005 data, the United Nations Framework Convention on 

Climate Change (UNFCCC) data for the most recent year were used. United Nations Framework Convention on 

Climate Change, “Annex I Parties – GHG total without LULUCF,” 

http://unfccc.int/ghg_emissions_data/ghg_data_from_unfccc/time_series_annex_i/ items/3841.php and “Flexible 

GHG Data Queries” with selections for total GHG emissions excluding LULUCF/LUCF, all years, and non-

Annex I countries, http://unfccc.int/di/FlexibleQueries/Event.do?event= showProjection. n.d. 
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European Union accounted for approximately 55 percent of the total global GHG emissions according to 

the most recently available data (see Table 3.5-2, Top Five GHG Producer Countries and the European 

Union [Annual]). The GHG emissions in more recent years may differ from the inventories presented in 

Table 3.5-2; however, the data is representative of currently available global inventory data. 

 

Table 3.5-2 

Top Five GHG Producer Countries and the European Union (Annual) 

 

Emitting Countries 

GHG Emissions 

(MMTCO2e) 

China 7,250 

United States  7,217 

European Union (EU), 27 Member States 5,402 

Russian Federation 2,202 

India 1,863 

Japan 1,412 

Total  25,346 

    

Source: World Resources Institute, “Climate Analysis Indicators Tool (CAIT),” http://cait.wri.org/. 2010  

Excludes emissions and removals from land use, land-use change, and forestry (LULUCF). 

Note: Emissions for Annex I nations are based on 2007 data. Emissions for Non-Annex I nations (e.g., 

China, India) are based on 2005 data). 

 

United States 

As noted in Table 3.5-2, the U.S. was the number two producer of global GHG emissions. The primary 

GHG emitted by human activities in the U.S. was CO2, representing approximately 84 percent of total 

GHG emissions (USEPA 2008a). Carbon dioxide from fossil fuel combustion, the largest source of GHG 

emissions, accounted for approximately 80 percent of U.S. GHG emissions.5  

State of California 

CARB compiles GHG inventories for the State of California. Based on the 2008 GHG inventory data (i.e., 

the latest year for which data are available), California emitted 474 MMTCO2e including emissions 

resulting from imported electrical power in 2008 (CARB 2010). Based on the CARB inventory data and 

GHG inventories compiled by the World Resources Institute, California’s total statewide GHG emissions 

rank second in the U.S. (Texas is number one) with emissions of 417 MMTCO2e excluding emissions 

related to imported power (CARB 2010). 

The primary contributors to GHG emissions in California are transportation, electric power production 

from both in-state and out-of-state sources, industry, agriculture and forestry, and other sources, which 

include commercial and residential activities. Table 3.5-3, GHG Emissions in California, provides a 

                                                        
5  Supra no. 4. 
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summary of GHG emissions reported in California in 1990 and 2008 separated by categories defined by 

the United Nations Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC). 

 

Table 3.5-3 

GHG Emissions in California 

 

Source Category 

1990 

(MMTCO2e) 

Percent of 

Total 

2008 

(MMTCO2e) 

Percent of 

Total 

ENERGY 386.41 89.2% 413.80 86.6% 

Energy Industries  157.33 36.3% 171.23 35.8% 

Manufacturing Industries & Construction  24.24 5.6% 16.67 3.5% 

Transport  150.02 34.6% 173.94 36.4% 

Other (Residential/Commercial/Institutional)  48.19 11.1% 46.59 9.8% 

Non-Specified  1.38 0.3% 0.00 0.0% 

Fugitive Emissions from Oil & Natural Gas 2.94 0.7% 3.28 0.7% 

Fugitive Emissions from Other Energy Production  2.31 0.5% 2.09 0.4% 

INDUSTRIAL PROCESSES & PRODUCT USE 18.34 4.2% 30.11 6.3% 

Mineral Industry 4.85 1.1% 5.35 1.1% 

Chemical Industry  2.34 0.5% 0.06 0.0% 

Non-Energy Products from Fuels & Solvent Use 2.29 0.5% 1.97 0.4% 

Electronics Industry  0.59 0.1% 0.80 0.2% 

Substitutes for Ozone Depleting Substances 0.04 0.0% 13.89 2.9% 

Other Product Manufacture and Use 3.18 0.7% 1.66 0.3% 

Other 5.05 1.2% 6.39 1.3% 

AGRICULTURE, FORESTRY, & OTHER LAND USE 19.11 4.4% 24.42 5.1% 

Livestock  11.67 2.7% 16.28 3.4% 

Land  0.19 0.0% 0.19 0.0% 

Aggregate Sources & Non-CO2 Sources on Land  7.26 1.7% 7.95 1.7% 

WASTE 9.42 2.2% 9.41 2.0% 

Solid Waste Disposal  6.26 1.4% 6.71 1.4% 

Wastewater Treatment & Discharge  3.17 0.7% 2.70 0.6% 

EMISSIONS SUMMARY 

Gross California Emissions 433.29  477.74  

Sinks from Forests and Rangelands -6.69  -3.98  

Net California Emissions 426.60  473.76  

    

Sources: 
1 California Air Resources Board, “California Greenhouse Gas 1990-2004 Inventory by IPCC Category - Summary,” http://www 

.arb.ca.gov/cc/inventory/archive/archive .htm. 2010 
2 California Air Resources Board, “California Greenhouse Gas 2000-2008 Inventory by IPCC Category - Summary,” http://www 

.arb.ca.gov/cc/inventory/data/data.htm. 2010 
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Between 1990 and 2008, the population of California grew by approximately 7.3 million, from 29.8 to 

37.9 million (U.S. Census Bureau 2010). This represents an increase of approximately 27.2 percent from 

1990 population levels. In addition, the California economy, measured as gross state product, grew from 

$788 billion in 1990 to $1.8 trillion in 2008 representing an increase of approximately 128 percent, over 

twice the 1990 gross state product (California Department of Finance 2009). Despite the population and 

economic growth, California’s net GHG emissions only grew by approximately 11 percent. The California 

Energy Commission (CEC) attributes the slow rate of growth to the success of California’s renewable 

energy programs and its commitment to clean air and clean energy (California Energy Commission 2006). 

3.5.3 REGULATORY FRAMEWORK – APPLICABLE LAWS, REGULATIONS, 

PLANS, AND POLICIES 

3.5.3.1 Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 

The World Meteorological Organization (WMO) and United Nations Environmental Program (UNEP) 

established the IPCC in 1988. The goal of the IPCC is to evaluate the risk of climate change caused by 

human activities. Rather than performing research or monitoring climate, the IPCC relies on peer-

reviewed and published scientific literature to make its assessment. While not a regulatory body, the 

IPCC assesses information (i.e., scientific literature) regarding human-induced climate change and the 

impacts of human-induced climate change, and recommends options to policy makers for the adaptation 

and mitigation of climate change. The IPCC reports its evaluations in special reports called assessment 

reports. The latest assessment report (i.e., Fourth Assessment Report, consisting of three working group 

reports and a synthesis report based on the first three reports) was published in 2007. In its 2007 report, 

the IPCC stated that global temperature increases since the mid-20th century were very likely attributable 

to man-made activities (greater than 90 percent certainty) (IPCC 2007). 

3.5.3.2 Federal 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) adopted a mandatory GHG reporting rule in 

September 2009. The rule would require suppliers of fossil fuels or entities that emit industrial 

greenhouse gases, manufacturers of vehicles and engines, and facilities that emit 25,000 metric tons or 

more per year of GHG emissions to submit annual reports to the USEPA beginning in 2011 (covering the 

2010 calendar year emission). Vehicle and engine manufacturers would begin reporting GHG emissions 

for model year 2011. 

On September 15, 2009, the USEPA and the Department of Transportation’s (DOT) National Highway 

Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) issued a joint proposal to establish a national program consisting 

of new standards for model year 2012 through 2016 light-duty vehicles that will reduce GHG emissions 

and improve fuel economy. The proposed standards would be phased in and would require passenger 

cars and light-duty trucks to comply with a declining emissions standard. In 2012, passenger cars and 

light-duty trucks would have to meet an average emissions standard of 295 grams of CO2 per mile and 

30.1 miles per gallon. By 2016, the vehicles would have to meet an average standard of 250 grams of CO2 
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per mile and 35.5 miles per gallon (USEPA 2009). The final standards were adopted by the USEPA and 

DOT on April 1, 2010. 

On December 7, 2009, the USEPA Administrator signed two distinct findings regarding GHGs under 

section 202(a) of the Clean Air Act (42 USC Section 7521): 

 Endangerment Finding: The Administrator finds that the current and projected concentrations of 

the six key well-mixed GHGs (carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, hydrofluorocarbons, 

perfluorocarbons, and sulfur hexafluoride) in the atmosphere threaten the public health and 

welfare of current and future generations. 

 Cause or Contribute Finding: The Administrator finds that the combined emissions of these 

well-mixed GHGs from new motor vehicles and new motor vehicle engines contribute to the 

GHG pollution that threatens public health and welfare. 

While these findings do not impose additional requirements on industry or other entities, this action is a 

prerequisite to finalizing the USEPA’s proposed GHG emissions standards for light-duty vehicles, which 

were jointly proposed by the USEPA and the NHTSA. On April 1, 2010, the USEPA and NHTSA issued 

final rules requiring that by the 2016 model-year, manufacturers must achieve a combined average 

vehicle emission level of 250 grams CO2 per mile, which is equivalent to 35.5 miles per gallon as 

measured by USEPA standards. 

3.5.3.3 State 

The State of California has implemented legislation targeting GHG emissions. Chief among these is the 

California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (Assembly Bill [AB] 32). AB 32 represents the first 

enforceable statewide program to limit GHG emissions from all major industries with penalties for 

noncompliance. The Act requires the State of California to reduce its emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. The 

Act establishes key deadlines for certain actions the state must take in order to achieve the reduction 

target. The first action under AB 32 resulted in California Air Resources Board’s (CARB) adoption of a 

report listing three specific early action GHG reduction measures on June 21, 2007. On October 25, 2007, 

CARB approved an additional six early action GHG reduction measures under AB 32. 

As required under AB 32, on December 6, 2007, CARB approved the 1990 GHG emissions inventory, 

thereby establishing the emissions limit for 2020. The 2020 emissions limit was set at 427 million metric 

tons of CO2 equivalents (MMTCO2e). The inventory revealed that in 1990, transportation, with 35 percent 

of the state's total emissions, was the largest single sector generating carbon dioxide; followed by 

industrial emissions, 24 percent; imported electricity, 14 percent; in-state electricity generation, 

11 percent; residential use, 7 percent; agriculture, 5 percent; and commercial uses, 3 percent (figures are 

based on the 1990 inventory). AB 32 does not require individual sectors to meet their individual 1990 

GHG emissions inventory; the total statewide emissions are required to meet the 1990 threshold by 2020. 

In addition to the 1990 emissions inventory, CARB also adopted regulations requiring the mandatory 

reporting of GHG emissions for large facilities on December 6, 2007. The mandatory reporting regulations 

require annual reporting from the largest facilities in the state, which account for approximately 

94 percent of greenhouse gas emissions from industrial and commercial stationary sources in California. 
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About 800 separate sources fall under the new reporting rules and include electricity generating facilities, 

electricity retail providers and power marketers, oil refineries, hydrogen plants, cement plants, 

cogeneration facilities, and industrial sources that emit over 25,000 tons of CO2 each year from on-site 

stationary combustion sources. Transportation sources, which account for 38 percent of California’s total 

GHG emissions as of the 2002-2004 GHG inventory conducted by CARB, are not covered by these 

regulations but will continue to be tracked through existing means (CARB 2009). Affected facilities began 

tracking their emissions in 2008, and reported them beginning in 2009, with a phase-in process to allowed 

facilities to develop reporting systems and train personnel in data collection. Emissions for 2008 could be 

based on best available emission data. Beginning in 2010, however, emissions reporting requirements 

became more rigorous and are subject to third-party verification. Verification will take place annually or 

every three years, depending on the type of facility. 

In December 2008, CARB adopted a Climate Change Scoping Plan indicating how emission reductions will 

be achieved from significant sources of GHGs via regulations, market mechanism, and other actions. The 

Climate Change Scoping Plan identifies 18 recommended strategies the state should implement to achieve 

AB 32. As of October 2010, CARB has identified ongoing programs and has adopted regulations for 

29 individual measures to reduce GHG emissions in accordance with the Climate Change Scoping Plan 

strategies. The Climate Change Scoping Plan was re-approved by CARB in August 2011. 

In September 2012, CARB adopted a California Cap on Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Market-Based 

Compliance Mechanisms, which established the cap-and-trade program to manage greenhouse gas 

emissions, for California. The cap-and-trade program is a key element that will enable California to 

achieve the greenhouse gas emission goals of AB 32. The cap-and-trade program is a market-based 

approach wherein the government determines an overall emission target, or “cap,” for a particular set of 

facilities. The cap is the total amount of emissions that all of the facilities can produce. Tradable emissions 

allowances totaling the overall emissions cap, are distributed, either by auction or given out, amongst the 

particular set of facilities. The emissions allowances can be traded amongst the facilities.  

The Renewables Portfolio Standard (RPS) Program was established in 2002 under Senate Bill (SB) 1078 

which required 20 percent of the electricity used by California to come from renewable energy sources by 

2017. This was accelerated by SB 107 in 2006 which required 20 percent of electricity retail sales to come 

from renewable energy sources by 2010 and then by Executive Order S-14-08 in 2008 which required 

33 percent of electricity sold by retail sellers to be produced by renewable energy in 2020. In April 2011, 

SB X1-2 required that all electricity retailers adopt the new RPS goals providing 20 percent renewable 

sources by the end of 2013, 25 percent by the end of 2016, and 33 percent by the end of 2020. 

3.5.3.4 Regional Programs 

Placer County Air Pollution Control District 

The Placer County Air Pollution Control District (PCAPCD) is the primary authority for regulating GHG 

emissions in the project area. The PCAPCD has adopted thresholds of significance for determining the 
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potential impact for criteria pollutants and other air quality issues but not for GHG. However, guidance 

from the PCAPCD6 indicated that thresholds adopted by other air districts within California would be 

acceptable. The PCAPCD must also ensure compliance with AB 32 reduction targets, and therefore has 

GHG reporting requirements similar to other air districts within California. 

City of Roseville 

The City of Roseville General Plan includes policies to preserve air quality. The General Plan was updated to 

include GHG emissions in 2008, and provides policies that address both direct and indirect GHG 

emissions and their potential impact through climate change. Policies related to GHG emissions and 

climate change are provided in Appendix 3.3. The City-owned utility, Roseville Electric, is also a member 

of the California Climate Action Registry (CCAR). 

3.5.4 SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS AND ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY 

3.5.4.1 Significance Thresholds 

NEPA does not specify significance thresholds that may be used to evaluate the effects of a proposed 

action on global climate. The appropriate approach to evaluating a project’s impact on global climate 

under NEPA is still under development. In February 2010, the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ), 

the entity responsible for ensuring Federal agencies meet their obligations under NEPA, released draft 

NEPA guidance on the consideration of the effects of greenhouse gas emissions and climate change in 

NEPA documents. The CEQ guidance states: 

CEQ proposes to advise Federal agencies to consider, in scoping their NEPA analysis, whether 

analysis of the direct and indirect GHG emissions from their proposed actions may provide 

meaningful information to decision makers and the public. Specifically, if a proposed action would 

be reasonably anticipated to cause direct emissions of 25,000 metric tons or more of CO2-

equivalent GHG emissions on an annual basis, agencies should consider this an indicator that a 

quantitative and qualitative assessment may be meaningful to decision makers and the public. 

The guidance further notes that: 

CEQ does not proposes this as an indicator of a threshold of significant effects, but rather as an 

indicator of a minimum level of GHG emissions that may warrant some description in the 

appropriate NEPA analysis for agency actions involving direct emissions of GHGs. 

The guidance recommends 25,000 million tons CO2 equivalent (MTCO2e) of direct emissions7 as a 

presumptive threshold for analysis and disclosure within NEPA documents. The guidance suggests that 

if a proposed action would result in direct emissions below this threshold, the emissions would not be 

relevant to and would not need to be discussed within a NEPA analysis.  

                                                        
6 Personal communication with Angel Rinker, Associate Planner at the PCAPCD, on February 10, 2011.  

7 The CEQ guidance does not define direct emissions. However, in industry-standard GHG reporting protocols, 

direct emissions are defined to include all sources that are within the organizational control of the 

property/facility owner, and often comprise sources such as on-site stationary sources, fleet, and fugitive and 

process emissions.  
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The guidance further notes: 

When a proposed federal action meets an applicable threshold for quantification and reporting, 

CEQ proposes that the agency should also consider mitigation measures and reasonable 

alternatives to reduce action related GHG emissions. 

As the Proposed Action is expected to result in direct emissions that exceed 25,000 MTCO2e on an annual 

basis, the direct and indirect emissions associated with the Proposed Action are quantified and reported 

below and mitigation measures and reasonable alternatives are evaluated to reduce the GHG emissions.  

The CEQ guidance also notes that land management techniques, including land use changes (such as 

those involved in the Proposed Action) lack any established federal protocol for assessing the effect of 

their GHG emissions at a landscape scale. In these instances, the guidance suggests that the federal 

agency should use NEPA’s provisions for inter-agency consultation with available expertise to identify 

and follow the best available protocols for evaluating comparable activities. Consistent with this 

guidance, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) examined State of California and local guidance 

and protocols related to the effects of GHG emissions to select a threshold of significance to use to 

evaluate the effect.  

At the state level, CARB has not yet put forth significance thresholds for use to evaluate projects in 

California. However, CARB has commenced the implementation of a mandatory GHG reporting 

program that requires large industrial GHG emitters to report their GHG emissions. Large stationary 

combustion facilities that emit greater than or equal to 25,000 MTCO2e per year are subject to the 

reporting requirements. While the California Air Resource Board’s (CARB’s) reporting program and the 

CEQ’s draft NEPA guidance do not provide significance thresholds, the 25,000 MTCO2e reporting 

threshold can be seen as a dividing line for major GHG emitters.  

At the local level, as noted above, the PCAPCD has not adopted any numeric thresholds of significance 

for determining the significance of the effect of a project’s GHG emissions. However, the PCAPCD has 

indicated that thresholds adopted by other air districts within California would be acceptable. The 

following four air districts have put forth thresholds of significance: 

 The San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) adopted the Guidance for 

Valley Land-use Agencies in Addressing GHG Emission Impacts for New Projects under the 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) in late 2009. According to the guidance, the 

SJVAPCD recommends the use of best performance standards to assess the significance of GHG 

emissions. The SJVAPCD expects that compliance with the recommended best performance 

standards would reduce a project’s GHG emissions by a target of 29 percent or more, compared 

to ‘business as usual’ (BAU) conditions. The 29 percent reduction target is based on the goal of 

AB 32, which is to reduce the State’s GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020.  

 The Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD) has also adopted 

guidance recommending that a project achieve a 29 percent reduction from BAU conditions.  

 In 2011, the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) adopted thresholds for both 

land use and stationary source projects. The land use threshold is further divided into three 

metrics: compliance with a qualified GHG Reduction Strategy; annual emissions less than 1,100 

metric tons of CO2e (MTCO2e); or annual emissions less than 4.6 metric tons CO2e per service 
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population (i.e., project residents plus employees). At present there are no qualified GHG 

reduction strategies applicable to the Proposed Action or alternatives. The 1,100 MT CO2e is 

intended for smaller projects with limited emissions, whereas the 4.6 MT CO2e per service person 

is an efficiency metric intended for large projects such as the Proposed Action (As of now the 

BAAQMD is not recommending the use of its CEQA Guidelines because the Alameda County 

Superior Court has directed that the BAAQMD prepare a proper CEQA analysis before it can 

adopt the updated CEQA guidelines). 

 The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) recommends a tiered approach. 

The Tier 3 threshold requires that a project’s incremental increase in GHG emissions should be 

below or mitigated to less than the significance screening level (10,000 MTCO2e per year for 

industrial projects; 3,500 MTCO2e for residential projects; 1,400 MTCO2e for commercial projects; 

3,000 MTCO2e for mixed-use or all land use projects). The Tier 4 threshold requires that projects 

achieve a 29 percent reduction from a base case scenario, including land use sector reductions 

from AB 32 (total emissions not to exceed 25,000 MTCO2e) or achieve a project-level efficiency 

target of 4.8 MTCO2e per service population per year (total emissions not to exceed 

25,000 MTCO2e per year). The proposed plan-level significance threshold is an efficiency target of 

6.6 MTCO2e per service population per year by 2020. 

None of the air districts provide a significance threshold for evaluating the effect of a project’s 

construction-phase emissions, but the BAAQMD guidance does state that “the Lead Agency should 

quantify and disclose GHG emissions that would occur during construction.” 

Finally, the basis for all GHG emissions thresholds in California is AB 32, which requires a general 

statewide reduction in emissions of 29 percent from business as usual emissions (BAU). Some lead 

agencies in California are finding a project’s emissions significant if the emissions are not at least 

29 percent better than BAU emissions.  

For the purposes of this analysis in this EIS, the Proposed Action or an alternative would result in a 

significant effect on the environment if: 

 its annual operational GHG emissions would exceed the 25,000 MTCO2e threshold; and  

 its operational GHG emissions represent emissions that are not at least 29 percent better than 

BAU emissions.  

With respect to construction emissions, the Proposed Action or an alternative would result in a significant 

effect on the environment if: 

 its annual construction GHG emissions would exceed the 25,000 MTCO2e threshold.  

3.5.4.2 Analysis Methodology 

The analysis presented below is based primarily on a technical study prepared by Ascent Environmental 

for the Westbrook EIR and included in Appendix 3.3. The USACE independently reviewed this study, 

and found it to be accurate in its analytical approach and results. The methodology used in the technical 

study is summarized below. 

The study used the URBEMIS2007 Environmental Management Software version 9.2.4 to estimate the 

construction-related CO2 emissions for the Proposed Project. The default construction equipment and 
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vehicle mixes generated by URBEMIS2007 were assumed for grading and building construction. 

Construction activities associated with the Proposed Action would occur over a number of years, with 

portions of the area potentially being developed in phases. However, the exact timing and duration of 

these phases is not currently known as they will be determined by market conditions and other factors 

that are unpredictable over the course of development. Depending on conditions, construction may be 

delayed or reduced so that the year of full buildout could be well past 2025. However, the shortest period 

over which the buildout of the Proposed Action is assumed to occur is 11 years, from 2014 to 2025. In 

addition, because CO2 emissions have a long residence period in the atmosphere, and effects from GHGs 

are typically understood as taking place over a long period of time, the total construction emissions from 

the Proposed Action (and alternatives) are more relevant to a discussion of effects from GHGs than 

emissions in any specific year. Specific assumptions about construction equipment and scheduling are 

provided in the technical study, included in Appendix 3.3.  

Mobile emissions during operation were estimated using default URBEMIS2007 values and trip 

generation rates provided by a traffic study performed by Ascent Environmental. Emissions from area 

sources were also estimated using default URBEMIS2007 values. These emissions are primarily 

associated with combustion of natural gas and operation of landscape maintenance equipment.  

The technical study also estimated emissions from indirect sources, including electricity use, water use, 

solid waste disposal, and wastewater treatment. Residential electricity use was estimated based on the 

utilities data for the project. Commercial electricity use was estimated using California Energy 

Commission (CEC) rates for square foot of commercial space. Both water use and wastewater treatment 

produce emissions due to energy consumption during treatment and transport. Electricity use for both 

was based on reports to the CEC. Further details on methodology are available in the technical study, 

included in Appendix 3.3. 

As noted earlier, GHG reporting protocols define direct emissions as those emitted by sources that are 

within the organizational control of the property/facility owner. The GHG emissions that would be 

produced following the occupancy of the Proposed Action would not be under the organizational control 

of the USACE or the Applicant. Therefore, none of the emissions produced by the Proposed Action 

would be defined as direct emissions. However, for purposes of analysis, all GHG emissions generated 

by the homes and other land uses built on the site, such as area sources and mobile sources, are 

categorized as direct emissions or Scope 1 emissions. All other emissions such as those from generation of 

electricity, solid waste, etc., are categorized as indirect emissions or Scope 2 and 3 emissions.  

3.5.5 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact GHG-1 GHG Emissions due to Construction 

No 

Action 

Alt. 

Construction of the No Action Alternative would generate GHG emissions that would not 

exceed significance thresholds and therefore result in a less than significant direct effect. 

Mitigation would further reduce the emissions. No indirect effects would occur. 

Construction of the No Action Alternative would result in one-time emissions of GHGs. The 
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primary GHGs generated during construction are CO2, CH4, and N2O. These emissions are 

the result of fuel combustion in construction equipment and motor vehicles. The other GHGs 

such as hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons, and sulfur hexafluoride are typically 

associated with specific industrial sources and processes and would not be emitted during 

construction of the No Action Alternative.  

The No Action Alternative was not separately modeled. However, construction emissions 

are roughly proportional to the land area to be graded as well as the total building space to 

be constructed. Consequently, construction emissions for the No Action Alternative (as well 

as all other alternatives) were calculated by multiplying the emissions from the Proposed 

Action with the ratio of the proposed development under the Proposed Action and the 

proposed development under the No Action Alternative. The total construction emissions for 

the No Action Alternative are shown in Table 3.5-4, Estimated Construction GHG 

Emissions – Alternatives. As the table shows, GHG emissions would be less than 

significant under the No Action Alternative based on the significance criteria listed above. 

No indirect effects would occur. 

 

Table 3.5-4 

Estimated Construction GHG Emissions – Alternatives 

 

Alternative 

Total Emissions 

(Metric Tons CO2e) 

No Action Alt 2,650 

Alt 1 (Reduced Footprint/Increased 

Density) 

3,322 

Alt 2 (Reduced Footprint/Same Density) 2,903 

Alt 3 (Central Preserve) 2,964 

Alt 4 (Once Acre Fill) 2,292 

Alt 5 (Half Acre Fill) 2,099 

Alt 6 (Off-Site) 3,647 

Significance Threshold 25,000 

    

Source: Impact Sciences, Inc. 

Emissions calculations are provided in Appendix 3.3. 

 

As discussed in Section 3.3, Air Quality, the USACE assumes that the City will impose 

Mitigation Measure AQ-1 on the No Action Alternative. That mitigation measure includes a 

number of measures that would not only reduce emissions of criteria pollutants but would 

also further reduce GHG emissions during construction of the No Action Alternative.  
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Proposed 

Action 

Construction of the Proposed Action would generate GHG emissions that would not exceed 

significance thresholds and therefore result in a less than significant direct effect. Mitigation 

would further reduce the emissions. No indirect effects would occur. 

The total estimated construction emissions for the Proposed Action as well as annual 

emissions amortized over a 30-year period are reported in Table 3.5-5, Estimated 

Construction GHG Emissions – Proposed Action. As noted earlier, no federal, state, or local 

agency has developed a quantitative threshold of significance for evaluating a project’s 

construction-related GHG emissions. However, based on the CEQ guidance which lists a 

threshold of 25,000 metric tons per year of GHG emissions as an indication of a major source 

of GHG emissions, the annual construction emissions associated with the Proposed Action 

would not exceed the presumptive threshold. Therefore, the direct impact of the Proposed 

Action would be less than significant. No indirect effects would occur. 

 

Table 3.5-5 

Estimated Construction GHG Emissions – Proposed Action 

 

Construction Year Emissions (Metric Tons CO2e) 

Amortized Construction  129 

Total GHG Emissions over 30 years 3,507 

Significance Threshold 25,000 

    

Source: Ascent Environmental 2011 

Emissions calculations are provided in Appendix 3.3. 

 

As discussed in Section 3.3, the Proposed Action would also implement Mitigation Measure 

AQ-1, which includes a number of measures that would not only reduce criteria pollutant 

emissions but would also further reduce GHG emissions during construction of the 

Proposed Action.  

Alts. 1 

through 

5, and 

Off-Site 

Alt.  

Similar to the No Action Alternative and the Proposed Action, construction of Alternatives 1 

through 5 and the Off-Site Alternative would generate GHG emissions that would not 

exceed significance thresholds and therefore would result in a less than significant direct 

effect. Mitigation would further reduce the emissions. No indirect effects would occur. 

As described above, construction emissions for Alternatives 1 through 5 and the Off-Site 

Alternative were estimated by using a ratio of the proposed development under an 

alternative to the proposed development under the Proposed Action. The total emissions 

anticipated to result from the construction of each alternative are shown in Table 3.5-4. As 

the table shows, the effect from GHG emissions would be less than significant directs under 

Alternatives 1 through 5 and the Off-Site Alternative based on the significance criteria listed 

above. No indirect effects would occur. 
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As stated in Section 3.3, the USACE assumes that the City of Roseville would impose 

Mitigation Measure AQ-1 on all of the alternatives as well. Implementation of this 

mitigation measure would further reduce GHG emissions during construction.  

  

Impact GHG-2 GHG Emissions due to Operation/Occupancy 

No 

Action 

Alt. 

The occupancy and operation of the No Action Alternative would generate GHG emissions 

that would exceed the significance threshold and therefore would result in a significant 

indirect effect on global climate. Mitigation would reduce the operational emissions, but not 

to a level below the significance threshold. A residual significant indirect effect would 

remain after mitigation. No direct effects would occur. 

Upon occupancy, the No Action Alternative would generate GHG emissions - primarily CO2, 

CH4, and N2O - from a number of sources that include area sources (natural gas 

consumption), motor vehicles, indirect sources (electricity consumption, water, and 

wastewater), and potential stationary sources (such as boilers or emergency generators). 

GHG emissions due to operation were not separately modeled for the No Action Alternative. 

However, emissions from both area and mobile sources are proportional to the scale of 

development, specifically the number of residential units to be constructed and the total 

amount of commercial or other space that would be built on the site. Consequently, 

emissions from the No Action Alternative were estimated based on the ratio of the number of 

residential units and acreage of commercial or other development proposed under the No 

Action Alternative to the number of residential units and acreage of commercial and other 

development under the Proposed Action. As the project site is primarily grassland with no 

significant sources of carbon sequestration at the present time, reduction in carbon 

sequestration as a result of the No Action Alternative was assumed to be negligible, and no 

adjustments were made to the estimated operational emissions to account for changes in 

carbon sequestration.  

The results are shown in Table 3.5-6, Estimated Operational GHG Emissions – Alternatives. 

The No Action Alternative’s operational emissions of 39,855 MTCO2e would exceed the 

presumptive threshold of 25,000 MTCO2e. As noted earlier, the CEQ has not proposed this 

threshold to evaluate whether the effect of a project would be significant; however, the 

proposed threshold suggests that a project that generates emissions below this number does 

not represent a major source of GHGs. The CEQ guidance also notes that land uses of this 

type do not currently have any established federal protocol for assessing their effect on 

global climate change.  
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Table 3.5-6 

Estimated Operational GHG Emissions – Alternatives 

  

Alternative 

Mobile 

Sources 

Area 

Sources Electricity 

Water and 

Wastewater 

Treatment 

Total 

Emissions 

(MT CO2e/year) 

No Action 32,503 5,982 954 416 39,855 

Alt 1 (Reduced 

Footprint/Increased 

Density) 

40,742 7,499 1,195 521 49,957 

Alt 2 (Reduced 

Footprint/Same 

Density) 

35,601 6,552 1,044 455 43,652 

Alt 3 (Central Preserve) 36,355 6,691 1,067 465 44,578 

Alt 4 (One Acre Fill) 28,116 5,175 825 359 34,475 

Alt 5 (Half Acre Fill) 25,746 4,739 755 329 31,569 

Alt 6 (Off-Site) 44,732 8,233 1,312 572 54,849 

Significance Threshold -- -- -- -- 25,000 

 

 The operational emissions shown in Table 3.5-6 do not include any GHG reductions or other 

efficiency or sustainability measures and would therefore be considered BAU. Given the 

magnitude of these emissions and the fact that they result from BAU, the No Action 

Alternative’s indirect effect on global climate would be significant.  

Mitigation Measures GHG-2a and GHG-2b would address the effects related to operational 

GHG emissions. These measures are the same as Mitigation Measures 4.5-1 and 4.5-2 in the 

Sierra Vista Specific Plan EIR and were adopted by the City of Roseville at the time of 

Westbrook project approval. The USACE assumes that the City of Roseville would impose 

the same mitigation measures on the No Action Alternative to address this effect. However, 

because the GHG emissions would be considerable, the Sierra Vista Specific Plan EIR 

determined that these mitigation measures would not reduce the effect to less than 

significant (City of Roseville 2010). The USACE agrees with the conclusion in the Sierra Vista 

Specific Plan EIR and finds that even in the case of the No Action Alternative a residual 

significant indirect effect would remain after mitigation. No direct effects would occur. 

Proposed 

Action 

The occupancy and operation of the Proposed Action would generate GHG emissions that 

would exceed the significance threshold and therefore would result in a significant effect. 

Mitigation would reduce emissions, but not to level below the significance threshold. A 

residual significant indirect effect would remain after mitigation. No direct effects would 

occur. 

Table 3.5-7, Estimated Operational GHG Emissions – Proposed Action, shows a summary 

of the total estimated GHG emissions from operation of the Proposed Action. The Proposed 
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Action’s operational emissions of 52,744 MTCO2e per year would exceed the presumptive 

threshold of 25,000 MTCO2e per year.  

 

Table 3.5-7 

Estimated Operational GHG Emissions – Proposed Action 

 

GHG Emissions Source 

Emissions 

(Metric Tons CO2e/year) 

Transportation (Mobile Sources) 43,015 

Area Sources 7,917 

Electricity 1,262 

Water and Wastewater Treatment 550 

Total Operational GHG Emissions 52,744 

Significance Threshold 25,000 

Exceeds Threshold? YES 

    

Source: Ascent Environmental 2011 

 

The estimated electricity emissions in Table 3.5-7, do not account for reductions that will 

result from future regulatory changes in California pursuant to AB 32. The estimate of these 

emissions is not discounted to reflect the alternative-energy mandate of SB 107, which 

requires electric utilities to provide at least 20 percent of its electricity supply from renewable 

sources by 2010 and 30 percent by 2020; this mandate would be fully implemented before full 

buildout of the Proposed Action. Because Roseville Electric is still procuring enough 

renewable energy to meet this goal, the estimated rate of GHG emissions from electricity is 

expected to decrease between now and 2020. In addition, SB 1368 requires more stringent 

emissions performance standards for new power plants, both in-state and out-of-state, that 

will supply electricity to California consumers. Thus, implementation of SB 1368 would also 

reduce GHG emissions associated with electricity consumption (Ascent Environmental 2011).  

Further reductions are also expected from other regulatory measures that would be 

developed under the mandate of AB 32, as identified and recommended in Air Resources 

Board’s (ARB’s) Scoping Plan (ARB 2011c). In general, the Scoping Plan focuses on achieving 

the state’s GHG reduction goals with regulations that improve the efficiency of motor 

vehicles and the production (and consumption) of electricity. Thus, even with the 

implementation of no project-specific mitigation, the rate of GHG emissions from 

development on the project site are projected to decrease in subsequent years as the 

regulatory environment progresses under AB 32 (Ascent Environmental 2011).  

Additionally, new technology improvements may become available or the feasibility of 

existing technologies may improve. Nonetheless, a complete picture of the future regulatory 

environment is unknown at this time. GHG reduction measures promulgated under the 
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AB 32 mandate may not be sufficient to cause future development to achieve ARB’s 

recommended 30 percent reduction from business-as-usual emissions levels projected for 

2020 (as discussed in the Scoping Plan) or any other mass emission-based or service 

efficiency-based GHG goal (Ascent Environmental 2011).  

As shown in Table 3.5-7, the Proposed Action would result in GHG emissions that would be 

substantially over the 25,000 MTCO2e per year threshold suggested by CEQ as indicative of a 

major GHG emitting source. Given the magnitude of these emissions and the fact that they 

result from BAU, the indirect effect of the Proposed Action on global climate would be 

significant.  

Mitigation Measures GHG-2a and GHG-2b would address the effects related to operational 

GHG emissions. As noted above, these measures are the same as Mitigation Measures 4.5-1 

and 4.5-2 in the Sierra Vista Specific Plan EIR and were adopted by the City of Roseville at 

the time of Westbrook project approval and will be enforced by the City. The City’s overall 

approach to GHG mitigation was to require the Westbrook project to mitigate, as feasible, its 

“fair share” of GHG emissions consistent with statewide GHG reduction targets reflected in 

AB 32 (i.e., requiring GHG reductions to 1990 statewide emission levels by 2020 despite 

ongoing population growth).  

This first step in the City’s mitigation approach was to require the implementation of another 

multi-part mitigation measure addressing traditional criteria air pollutants “because both 

criteria air pollutants and GHG emissions are frequently associated with combustion 

byproducts.” (Westbrook Specific Plan Amendment Mitigation Monitoring Plan [MMP], 

p. 35.) Thus, by reducing traditional pollutants by limiting combustion, the project would 

also incidentally reduce its generation of GHGs. 

More importantly, however, the City’s adopted GHG mitigation also specifically requires 

that “[f]or each new development within the project site requiring a discretionary approval 

(e.g., tentative subdivision map, conditional use permit), the City shall impose mitigation 

measures that reduce GHG emissions to the extent feasible and to the extent appropriate 

with respect to the state’s progress at the time toward meeting GHG emissions reductions 

required by the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32).” (MMP, p. 36.) 

In furtherance of this mandate, “[t]he City shall require feasible reduction measures that, in 

combination with existing and future regulatory measures developed under AB 32, will 

reduce GHG emissions associated with the operation of developments and supporting 

infrastructure that are part of the proposed project by 30 percent from business-as-usual 

emissions levels projected for 2025, if feasible.” (MMP, p. 36.) 

Because, as the Westbrook project area builds out over time, California’s energy and 

transportation sectors will be reducing their own GHG emissions consistent with AB 32 (for 

example, by 2020 one-third of the state’s electricity must be generated from renewable 

resources), the City’s mitigation measure allows such statewide progress to influence the 
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amount of GHG reductions for which the Westbrook project, by itself, must be responsible, 

as determined by the City. These reductions would come from an evolving menu of potential 

choices originally supplied to the project developers by the City:  

For each increment of new development, the City shall submit to the developer, a list 

of potentially feasible GHG reduction measures to be considered in the construction 

and design of that portion of the project. The City’s list of potentially feasible GHG 

reduction measures shall reflect the then-current state of the regulation of GHG 

emissions and climate change, which is expected to continue to evolve under the 

mandate of AB 32. The developer shall then submit to the City a mitigation plan that 

lists the measures selected to be implemented as part of the project and contains an 

analysis demonstrating the associated reduction in GHG emissions. The report shall 

also demonstrate why measures not selected are considered infeasible. (MMP, p. 36.) 

As the MMP explains, the Planning Director will review the Applicant’s proposed GHG 

Mitigation Plan and approve it with modifications if necessary. In determining what sort of 

measures should appropriately be imposed by a local government under the circumstances, 

the City will consider the following factors laid out in the Final EIR for the Sierra Vista 

Specific Plan (MMP, p. 36, citing Final Sierra Vista Specific Plan (SVSP) EIR, pp. 4.5-41 

through 4.5-43):  

 The extent to which rates of GHG emissions generated by motor vehicles traveling 

to, from, and within the project site are projected to decrease over time as a result of 

regulations, policies, and/or plans that have already been adopted or may be 

adopted in the future by ARB or other public agency pursuant to AB 32, or by EPA; 

 The extent to which mobile-source GHG emissions … can also be reduced through 

design measures that result in trip reductions and reductions in trip length; 

 The extent to which GHG emissions emitted by the mix of power generation 

operated by Roseville Electric, that will serve the project site, are projected to 

decrease pursuant to the Renewable Portfolio Standard required by SB 1078 and 

SB 107, as well as any future regulations, policies, and/or plans adopted by the 

federal and state governments that reduce GHG emissions from power generation; 

 The extent to which replacement of California Code of Regulations (CCR) Title 24 

with the California Green Building Standards Code or other similar requirements 

will result in new buildings being more energy efficient and consequently more 

GHG efficient; 

 The extent to which any stationary sources of GHG emissions that would be 

operated on a proposed land use (e.g., industrial) are already subject to regulations, 

policies, and/or plans that reduce GHG emissions, particularly any future regulations 

that will be developed as part of ARB’s implementation of AB 32, or other pertinent 

regulations on stationary sources that have the indirect effect of reducing GHG 

emissions; 

 The extent to which the feasibility of existing GHG reduction technologies may 

change in the future, and to which innovation in GHG reduction technologies will 

continue, affecting cost-benefit analyses that determine economic feasibility; and 
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 Whether the total costs of proposed mitigation for GHG emissions, together with 

other mitigation measures, required for the proposed development, are so great that 

a reasonably prudent property owner would not proceed with the project in the face 

of such costs. 

The MMP goes on to explain that, “[i]n considering how much, and what kind of, mitigation 

is necessary in light of these factors,” the City shall consider a long list of options, “though 

the list is not intended to be exhaustive, as GHG reduction strategies and their respective 

feasibility are likely to evolve over time.” The list relates to general topics such as Energy 

Efficiency, Water Conservation and Efficiency, Solid Waste, and Transportation and Motor 

Vehicles. (MMP, pp. 37-42.) 

Although the City’s mitigation approach is anticipated to reduce the Proposed Action’s GHG 

emissions to comply with the state law, given the magnitude of the Proposed Action’s 

emissions, it cannot be determined definitively at this time that these mitigation measures 

would reduce the emissions to below the presumptive threshold. Therefore, the USACE finds 

that a residual significant indirect effect would remain after mitigation. No direct effects 

would occur. 

Alts 1 

through 

5 and 

Off-Site 

Alt.  

The occupancy and operation of all of Alternatives 1 through 5 and the Off-Site Alternative 

would generate GHG emissions that would exceed significance thresholds and therefore 

would result in a significant effect. Mitigation would reduce emissions, but not to less than 

significant. A residual significant indirect effect would remain after mitigation. No direct 

effects would occur. 

Alternatives 1 through 5 and the Off-Site Alternative vary in the amount of residential, 

public, commercial, and other buildings that would be constructed. Similar to the 

methodology used to estimate the operational emissions for the No Action Alternative, 

emissions from the various alternatives were estimated by modifying the emission rates 

calculated for the Proposed Action according to the number of residential units and acreage 

of commercial or other buildings proposed under each alternative. The results are shown in 

Table 3.5-6, above. 

As shown, Alternatives 1 through 5 and the Off-Site Alternative would result in GHG 

emissions that would be substantially over the threshold suggested by CEQ as indicative of a 

major GHG emitting source. Given the magnitude of these emissions and because they 

represent BAU emissions, the indirect effect of the alternatives on global climate would be 

significant.  

Mitigation Measures GHG-2a and GHG-2b would address the effects related to operational 

GHG emissions. As noted above, these measures are the same as Mitigation Measures 4.5-1 

and 4.5-2 in the Sierra Vista Specific Plan EIR. The USACE assumes that the City of Roseville 

would impose the same mitigation measures on Alternatives 1 through 5 and the Off-Site 

Alternative to address this effect. However, for the same reasons presented above, these 
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mitigation measures would not reduce the effect to less than significant. The USACE finds 

that a residual significant indirect effect would remain after mitigation. No direct effects 

would occur. 

Mitigation Measure GHG-2a: Air Quality Measures  

(Applicability – No Action, Proposed Action, and All 

Alternatives) 

Implement Air Quality Mitigation Measure 4.4-1, listed in Section 4.4, Air Quality (Sierra Vista EIR), which 

would reduce operational and construction-related emissions of criteria air pollutants and precursors, and would 

also act to reduce GHG emissions associated with project construction and operation. Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 is 

relevant because both criteria air pollutant and GHG emissions are frequently associated with combustion 

byproducts. Certain measures are already components of the project (i.e., Specific Plan policies, design guidelines, 

and standards) and/or would be applied consistent with the City’s General Plan Policies, addressing GHG emissions 

and climate change, but are provided here for purposes of completeness. 

Mitigation Measure GHG-2b: Additional Measures to Reduce GHG Emissions  

(Applicability – No Action, Proposed Action, and All 

Alternatives) 

Each increment of new development within the project site requiring a discretionary approval (e.g., proposed 

tentative subdivision map, conditional use permit), shall demonstrate that GHG emissions from project construction 

and operation will be reduced by 30 percent from business-as-usual emissions levels projected for 2025. 

For each increment of new development, the City shall submit to the developer, a list of potentially feasible GHG 

reduction measures to be considered in the construction and design of that portion of the project. The City’s list of 

potentially feasible GHG reduction measures shall reflect the then-current state of the regulation of GHG emissions 

and climate change, which is expected to continue to evolve under the mandate of AB 32. The developer shall then 

submit to the City a mitigation plan that lists the measures selected to be implemented as part of the project and 

contains an analysis demonstrating the associated reduction in GHG emissions. The report shall also demonstrate 

why measures not selected are considered infeasible. The City shall review the mitigation report for the applicable 

increment of development and approve the report (with modifications, if considered necessary and feasible) prior to 

granting any requested discretionary approval for that increment of development. In determining what sort of 

measures should appropriately be imposed by a local government under the circumstances, the City shall consider 

the following factors: 

 The extent to which rates of GHG emissions generated by motor vehicles traveling to, from, and within the 

project site are projected to decrease over time as a result of regulations, policies, and/or plans that have 

already been adopted or may be adopted in the future by the Air Resources Board (ARB) or other public 

agency pursuant to AB 32, or by EPA; 

 The extent to which mobile-source GHG emissions, which at the time of writing this EIR comprise a 

substantial portion of the state’s GHG inventory, can also be reduced through design measures that result 

in trip reductions and reductions in trip length; 
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 The extent to which GHG emissions emitted by the mix of power generation operated by Roseville Electric, 

that will serve the project site, are projected to decrease pursuant to the Renewable Portfolio Standard 

required by SB 1078 and SB 107, as well as any future regulations, policies, and/or plans adopted by the 

federal and state governments that reduce GHG emissions from power generation; 

 The extent to which replacement of CCR Title 24 with the California Green Building Standards Code or 

other similar requirements will result in new buildings being more energy efficient and consequently more 

GHG efficient; 

 The extent to which any stationary sources of GHG emissions that would be operated on a proposed land 

use (e.g., industrial) are already subject to regulations, policies, and/or plans that reduce GHG emissions, 

particularly any future regulations that will be developed as part of ARB’s implementation of AB 32, or 

other pertinent regulations on stationary sources that have the indirect effect of reducing GHG emissions; 

 The extent to which the feasibility of existing GHG reduction technologies may change in the future, and to 

which innovation in GHG reduction technologies will continue, affecting cost-benefit analyses that 

determine economic feasibility; and  

 Whether the total costs of proposed mitigation for GHG emissions, together with other mitigation 

measures, required for the proposed development, are so great that a reasonably prudent property owner 

would not proceed with the project in the face of such costs. 

In considering how much, and what kind of, mitigation is necessary in light of these factors, the City shall consider 

the following list of options, though the list is not intended to be exhaustive, as GHG reduction strategies and their 

respective feasibility are likely to evolve over time. These measures are derived from multiple sources including the 

Mitigation Measure Summary in Appendix B of the California Air Pollution Control Officer’s Association 

(CAPCOA) white paper, CEQA & Climate Change (CAPCOA 2008), and the California Attorney General’s Office 

(2008). 

Energy Efficiency 

 Include clean alternative energy features to promote energy self-sufficiency (e.g., photovoltaic cells, solar 

thermal electricity systems, small wind turbines). 

 Design buildings to meet CEC Tier II requirements (e.g., exceeding the requirements of the Title 24 (as of 

2007) by 35 percent). 

 Site buildings to take advantage of shade and prevailing winds and design landscaping and sun screens to 

reduce energy use. 

 Install efficient lighting in all buildings (including residential). Also install lighting control systems, 

where practical. Use daylight as an integral part of lighting systems in all buildings. 

 Install light-colored “cool” pavements, and strategically located shade trees along all bicycle and pedestrian 

routes. 

SVSP [i.e., Westbrook project] developers shall be encouraged incorporate “green building” points into the 

construction and design of all (additions of 25,000 square feet of office/retail commercial or 100,000 square feet of 

industrial floor area) projects that incorporate “green building” points in construction. Such points may be achieved 

through checklists identified by New Home Construction Green Building Guidelines available at 

www.builditgreen.org, or through a similar list that distinguishes specific measures targeting efficiencies in energy, 

resource use, or other measures that would also directly or indirectly result in GHG emission reductions. Specific 
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efficiencies that would reduce GHG emissions shall be implemented where feasible, for all project areas including 

site design, landscaping, foundation, structural frame and building envelope, exterior finishing, plumbing, 

appliance use, insulation, heating, venting and air conditioning, building performance, use of renewable energy, 

finishes, and flooring. 

SVSP [i.e., Westbrook project] developers shall be encouraged to incorporate any combination of the following 

strategies to reduce heat gain for 50 percent of the non-roof impervious site landscape (including roads, sidewalks, 

courtyards, parking lots, and driveways) into the construction and design of all new (additions of 25,000 square feet 

of office/retail commercial) projects: 

 Shaded (Within five years of occupancy) 

 Paving materials with a Solar Reflective Index (SRI) of at least 29 

 Open grid pavement system (pavement that is less than 50 percent impervious and contains vegetation in 

the open cells) 

 Parking spaces under cover (defined as underground, under deck, under roof, or under building.) Any roof 

used to shade or cover parking should have an SRI of at least 29. 

 Optional level of LEED certification, such as silver or gold which can allow for further reductions in 

energy consumption and GHG emissions. 

Water Conservation and Efficiency 

The SVSP [i.e., Westbrook project] includes water conservation as part of the project. In addition, the following 

should be considered: 

 With the exception of ornamental shade trees, use water-efficient landscapes with native, drought-resistant 

species in all public area and commercial landscaping. Use water-efficient turf in parks and other turf 

dependent spaces. 

 Install the infrastructure to use recycled water for landscape irrigation (part of the project). 

 Install water-efficient irrigation systems and devices, such as soil moisture-based irrigation controls. 

(Water Efficient Landscaping Ordinance) 

 Design buildings and lots to be water-efficient. Only install water-efficient fixtures and appliances (e.g., 

Ultra low-flow toilets, no flow urinals etc.). 

 Restrict watering methods (e.g., prohibit systems that apply water to non-vegetated surfaces) and control 

runoff. Prohibit businesses from using pressure washers for cleaning driveways, parking lots, sidewalks, 

and street surfaces unless required to mitigate health and safety concerns. These restrictions should be 

included in the Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions of the community. 

Solid Waste Measures 

 Reuse and recycle construction and demolition waste (including, but not limited to soil, vegetation, 

concrete, lumber, metal, and cardboard). 

 Provide interior and exterior storage areas for recyclables and green waste at all buildings. 

 Provide adequate recycling containers in public areas, including parks, school grounds, paseos, and 

pedestrian zones in areas of mixed-use development. 
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 Provide education and publicity about reducing waste and available recycling services. 

Transportation and Motor Vehicles 

 Promote ride sharing programs and employment centers (e.g., by designating a certain percentage of 

parking spaces for ride sharing vehicles, designating adequate passenger loading and unloading zones and 

waiting areas for ride share vehicles, and providing a web site or message board for coordinating ride 

sharing). 

 Provide the necessary facilities and infrastructure in all land use types to encourage the use of low or zero 

emission vehicles (e.g., electric vehicle charging facilities and conveniently located alternative fueling 

stations). 

 At commercial land uses, all forklifts, “yard trucks,” or vehicles that are predominately used on-site at non-

residential land uses shall be electric-powered or powered by biofuels (such as biodiesel [B100]) that are 

produced from waste products, or shall use other technologies that do not rely on direct fossil fuel 

consumption. 

 Implement roundabouts. (30 percent intersection emissions reduction) 

 Provide the necessary facilities and infrastructure to encourage the use of low or zero-emission vehicles 

(e.g., electric vehicle charging facilities and conveniently located alternative fueling stations) (0.5 to 

1.5 percent emissions reduction). 

 Prioritized parking within new commercial and retail areas shall be given to electric vehicles, hybrid 

vehicles, and alternative fuel vehicles. 

 Incorporate bicycle lanes, routes, and intersection improvements into street systems within the Specific 

Plan [i.e., Westbrook project] (1 percent emissions reduction). 

 For commercial land uses, provide adequate bicycle parking near building entrances to promote cyclist 

safety, security, and convenience (1 percent emissions reduction). 

 Create Class II bicycle lanes and walking paths directed to the location of schools, parks and other 

destination points (1 percent emissions reduction). 

 Encourage the public school districts to serve the project site with a student busing system, and/or enable 

students residing in the project to safely walk to or bicycle to school without encountering barriers such as 

large arterial roadways or sound walls. 

 Construction of transit facility/amenity (bus shelters, bicycle lockers/racks, etc.) for existing public and 

private transit (0.5 percent emissions reduction). 

 Provide secure bicycle storage at public parking facilities. 

  

3.5.6 RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS 

The impact from construction-phase GHG emissions would be less than significant for the Proposed 

Action and all alternatives. Mitigation Measure AQ-1 would further reduce construction-phase GHG 

emissions. 

Mitigation Measures GHG-2a and 2b would reduce operational emissions of the Proposed Action and 

all alternatives, but a quantitative analysis of actual reductions that would be achieved is not possible as 
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it depends entirely on actual practices or suite of practices implemented by not only the Applicant, but 

also future residents and businesses within the development. Furthermore, the mitigation measures are 

not enforceable by the federal lead agency. Since the exact reductions that would be achieved cannot be 

predicted at this time, the Proposed Action and the alternatives are conservatively expected to have a 

residual significant impact due to GHG emissions during operation. 

3.5.7 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

As climate change is global in nature, the analysis above is inherently a cumulative impact assessment. 

The analysis, therefore, presents the cumulative climate change impacts that were determined to be 

significant and unavoidable. 
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3.6 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

3.6.1 INTRODUCTION 

Cultural resources include historic and prehistoric archaeological sites, deposits, and features; historic 

and prehistoric districts; built environment resources including but not necessarily limited to buildings, 

structures, and objects; and traditional cultural properties and sacred sites, including human remains, 

and features or sites associated with significant events or practices in the traditional culture of an ethnic 

group. This section describes work undertaken to identify any cultural resources that may be present 

within the project area; to evaluate the significance of each identified resource in order to identify those 

which appear to qualify as historic properties under the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA); and 

to assess the potential direct and indirect effects of the Proposed Action and alternatives on historic 

resources (including potential visual effects on the setting). This section also assesses the potential for 

undiscovered resources (such as buried archaeological deposits or human remains) to be present within 

the project site, and identifies measures to avoid significant effects to any such resources that might be 

present and could be affected by the Proposed Action. 

The information provided in this section was derived from a series of archaeological and historical 

surveys of the project site or portions of the project site undertaken between 2001 and 2009, and historical 

architectural evaluations and archaeological test excavations undertaken during the same period to 

evaluate the significance of the identified resources. In addition, this section reports the results of a 

geoarchaeological assessment of the project area and of subsurface probing undertaken to determine 

whether buried archaeological deposits might be present along creek corridors within the project site. In 

the course of archaeological assessment of the project site, consultants also contacted the California 

Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) for a search of its Sacred Lands Files to determine 

whether there are recorded Sacred Sites (traditional resources of concern to the Native American 

community) within the project area; and a series of letters were sent to local Native American contacts 

identified by the NAHC and to local historical societies, to elicit any concerns about potential effects of 

the Proposed Action and on-site alternatives on traditional cultural properties, historical resources or 

historic properties. Methods and results of this work are summarized in this section and are presented in 

detail in the reports listed at the end of this section (URS 2002; Jensen 2006; ECORP Consulting, Inc., 

2007a; ECORP Consulting, Inc., 2007b; ECORP Consulting, Inc., 2011). Documentation of archaeological 

records search inquiries and Native American consultation inquiry letters are included, as relevant, in the 

cited reports. 

All archaeological work was undertaken and this section was prepared under the direct supervision of 

archaeologists who meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards. Historic 

architectural assessments were undertaken by qualified architectural historians and historians who also 

meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Qualification Standards.  
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3.6.2 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT  

3.6.2.1 Study Area and Project Area of Potential Effects (APE) 

The Proposed Action consists of the implementation of the Westbrook project that would develop the 

project site with a moderate-scale, mixed-use, mixed-density community. Development of the project site 

would include extensive residential and commercial development and associated infrastructure, and 

parks and other open space, anticipated to be built over a period of about 20 years, depending upon 

market conditions. The Specific Plan for the Westbrook project is a land use plan that designates the 

general character and location of types of development within the project site, but does not include 

detailed development plans such as proposed building footprints or exact extent and depth of excavation 

or other ground disturbance that might be required for the various components of development. 

Development details, such as specific building footprints, excavation depths, and pipeline routes will be 

developed as individual developments are brought forward, during each phase of Specific Plan 

implementation. The Area of Potential Effects (APE) of the Proposed Action therefore must be assumed 

to include the entire extent of the project site, including the area designated under the Specific Plan for 

preservation as undeveloped open space. Even the open space area, located in the northwestern corner of 

the project site (described below), would be subject to ground disturbance associated with the 

construction of created wetlands and a floodplain expansion area to provide storm water detention 

capacity. Thus, it must be assumed the entire project site would potentially be subject to subsurface 

disturbance.  

The project site consists of gently rolling terrain with elevations that range from approximately 75 feet to 

125 feet (23 to 38 meters) above mean sea level. The existing average slope across the site from east to 

west is approximately 0.5 of one percent. Limited cuts and fills will be necessary to construct the project. 

Grading for building pads, recreational facilities, roads, and infrastructure will require average cuts and 

fills over the site of approximately 1.0 to 2.0+ feet (0.3 to 0.6 meter). Limited portions of the site will have 

cuts and fills up to approximately 6.0+ feet (1.8 meters). Backbone utilities within the roads will have 

trenches that range in depth from 3.0 to 25.0+ feet (0.9 to 78.6 meters) from future finished grade. For 

purposes of analysis in this EIS, it is assumed that in most cases the depth of excavation on the site (the 

vertical APE) would be less than 6 feet (1.8 meters) below ground surface. In this area the likelihood of 

encountering archaeological deposits below hardpan—which generally is encountered at about 3 feet 

(0.9 meter) depth - is slight, due to the age of deeper deposits.  

The Proposed Action includes one off-site improvement, as detailed in the Project Description 

(Chapter 2.0) of this EIS which would involve widening a bioswale located along the property line of the 

Westbrook project and the adjacent WestPark property.  

The project site is located in the City of Roseville in Placer County near the eastern margin of the 

Sacramento Valley. The project site consists of gently rolling topography vegetated primarily in open 

non-native grasslands. There is a small stand of trees on the northwestern corner of the site that would be 

set aside as open space. In addition, there is another small stand of trees in the southeastern area of the 
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project site. The site also includes scattered vernal pools and other seasonal wetlands. The majority of the 

project site is undeveloped and has been used primarily for dry farming and grazing.  

3.6.2.2 Regional Prehistory, Ethnography, and History 

Regional Prehistory, Ethnography and Prehistoric and Contact Period Archaeology 

The cultural chronology described below is derived from data summaries for the project site provided in 

ECORP summary technical archaeological report (2006, rev. 2007: pp. 6-10). This report was prepared in 

support of the Sierra Vista Specific Plan (SVSP) Environmental Impact Report. 

Early Occupation of Central California 

Central California was occupied by at least 10,000 years ago, but archaeological evidence of this earliest 

occupation is sparse. The earliest California residents probably hunted late-Pleistocene big game. 

Evidence of early occupation in central California, commonly in the form of buried archaeological 

deposits, is most often found near the shores of the large pluvial lakes that were present in the Great 

Basin and the southern San Joaquin Valley. No such pluvial features were present prehistorically in the 

project area. A single, deeply buried deposit on the bank of Arcade Creek, north of Sacramento, which 

contained grinding tools and large, stemmed projectile points, represents the earliest known occupation 

in the general project region, with an estimated occupation date between about 6,000 and 3,000 B.C. 

The earliest prehistoric culture that is well represented in the central California archaeological record in 

the general region of the Proposed Action is evidenced by sites of the Windmiller Tradition, dating from 

about 3,500 B.C. to 1,000 B.C. in the Sacramento Valley, in particular the Sacramento Delta region. 

Assemblages from these sites include well-finished projectile points; an array of shell beads and 

ornaments; milling stone, mortars and pestles; fishing implements; well-finished “charmstones,” often 

found in graves (and which may have served as net weights, spindle whorls, or for hunting, magic, or 

other unknown ritual functions); and distinctive burial patterns that included extended burials with 

heads oriented to the west and the extensive use of red ochre. The archaeological assemblage suggests a 

diverse subsistence practice that included hunting of deer and other game, salmon fishing and use of 

both hard seeds and of acorns. The Windmiller culture may be ancestral to the Penutian-speaking 

Nisenan, the ethnographic occupants of the project area. There are no known Windmiller sites in the 

project vicinity. 

Later Prehistoric Occupations 

The Cosumnes Tradition (1700 B.C. to A.D. 500) appears to be an outgrowth of the Windmiller Tradition. 

After about 1,000 B.C., archaeological sites in the Delta region indicate an increased subsistence focus on 

acorns and salmon. Like the Windmiller people, the Cosumnes people continued to occupy knolls and 

similar high spots above the floodplain of the Sacramento River and the terraces of the Sacramento 

tributaries. Populations increased and villages became more numerous, and there is an increase in milling 

tools and specialized equipment for hunting and fishing in archaeological deposits. Trade goods such as 

seashell and obsidian become more common as burial associations, which suggest an increase in inter-

regional trade. Burial styles became more varied, with the addition of flexed interments along with the 
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extended ones of the Windmiller period. Projectile points found embedded in the bones of excavated 

skeletons suggest that warfare was on the rise, possibly as a result of increased competition over available 

resources and trade.  

The Hotchkiss Tradition, which succeeds the Cosumnes Tradition, appeared around 500 A.D. in 

archaeological deposits in the project region, and persisted into historic times. Subsistence during this 

time focused on acorns and salmon, and also included the use of deer, waterfowl, hard seeds, and a range 

of other plant and animal resources. Archaeologically, the Hotchkiss Tradition is represented by 

numerous large village sites on the lower Sacramento and San Joaquin rivers and their tributaries, and 

throughout the Delta region. The number and density of archaeological sites suggests that population 

continued to increase. Trade goods continue to increase. Increased diversity in the number and variety of 

grave goods has been suggested to indicate social stratification. The artifact inventory includes large 

numbers and a wide variety of bone tools, but fewer milling tools and polished charmstones. Ground 

stone pipes become abundant and fired and unfired clay objects appear. Shell beads provide fine 

chronological stratification during this period.  

Palumbo (1966) studied 32 prehistoric archaeological sites in the Dry Creek drainage, including four 

within a mile of the project site.  

Project Area Ethnography 

The project site is within the southwestern part of the territory of the Nisenan, or Southern Maidu 

cultural group. The Valley Nisenan lived in large sedentary or semi-sedentary villages along the 

Sacramento River. The Nisenan (both the Valley Nisenan, and the Southern and Northern Hill Nisenan, 

who lived in the Sierra foothills, to the east) used the grassy plains between the river and the Sierra 

foothills, including the project site, mainly for foraging. Politically, the Nisenan traditionally were 

divided into tribelets, each of which occupied a primary village or villages, and several associated 

outlying hamlets. Each village included family dwellings, acorn granaries, a sweathouse, and a dance 

house. Hunting and foraging practices were varied and a wide range of resources were used, although 

acorns probably were the primary staple. The Nisenan participated in an extensive trade network 

through which goods from throughout California and beyond made their way into the material 

inventory. Important among the goods obtained in trade were obsidian for projectile points, and marine 

shell beads. Some elements of traditional occupation apparently continued in the project area into the 

1860s (cf. EIP Associates 2004: 4.8-2, as reported in ECORP 2007: 9).  

Regional History and Historic Built Environment  

Spanish explorers entered the Central Valley by about 1769 but did not establish any settlements there. 

The first substantial European incursions into the region were triggered by the discovery of gold in the 

Sierra foothills in 1848, at which time the City of Sacramento was laid out and a major population influx 

into the region began. During the gold rush, numerous claims were worked along the American River, 

5 miles east of the project site, but there was little activity on the project site as the streams running 

through the project site did not cross gold-bearing deposits. The Roseville area provided some 

agricultural support of the burgeoning gold rush population, but thin soils and a paucity of water 



3.6 Cultural Resources 

Impact Sciences 3.6-5 Westbrook Draft EIS 

USACE #2005-00938  May 2013 

supported only marginal farming and ranching in the project area. There was some settlement of these 

more marginal areas by the 1860s, however. The project vicinity was used for grazing and dry farming of 

crops such as wheat and hay. The historic archaeological record for this area would be expected to 

include late 19th and 20th century residences, farm and ranch support buildings, and ancillary features 

such as privy pits, wells, windmills, cisterns, fence lines and corrals. 

The development of regional and interstate railroads was very important in the history of Roseville as 

early as 1855. Railroad development spurred other economic activity, particularly after the Southern 

Pacific Railroad reached Roseville in 1887 and, after the turn of the 20th century, established freight yards 

there. The Sacramento Northern Railroad ran parallel with Baseline Road, south of the project site. This 

was an electric interurban line, established around 1905 to provide service between Sacramento and 

Chico and later extended into the San Francisco Bay area. The line carried passengers until about 1940, 

and after that carried only freight. Its electrical power was replaced by diesel engines in the 1950s. After 

this time, the line operated as a series of branch lines, most only sporadically or seasonally, and some 

segments were removed entirely (Groff 2008). South of Baseline Road, in the project vicinity, the railroad 

has been removed. Although traces of the berm can be found, most of its remnants have been 

substantially altered by past grading (cf. Windmiller et al. 2005). The railroad alignment lies outside of 

the project APE. 

Other important industries in this part of the Sacramento Valley have included granite and gravel 

extraction and the development of large-scale reclamation and irrigation projects. However, there is no 

evidence of mineral extraction activities or large-scale reclamation or irrigation activities within or 

adjacent to the project site or the Off-Site Alternative site.  

The Western Area Power Administration (WAPA), a federal agency, constructed an extensive network of 

high voltage power lines throughout the Sacramento Valley, starting in the 1930s, to carry hydroelectric 

power generated at the Northern California dams of the Central Valley Project throughout the region. 

Although no WAPA facilities are located within the project site, a City of Roseville electrical easement 

crosses the site in a north-south direction. 

Many roadways in the Sacramento Valley follow routes established as early as the 1850s. There are no 

mapped historic roads within the APE for the Proposed Action. 

3.6.3 REGULATORY FRAMEWORK – APPLICABLE LAWS, REGULATIONS, 

PLANS, AND POLICIES 

3.6.3.1 Federal Laws, Regulations, Plans, and Policies 

National Historic Preservation Act, Section 106 

The NHPA establishes the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), and defines federal criteria for 

determining the historical significance of archaeological sites, historic buildings and other resources. 

Under Section 106 of the NHPA the lead federal lead agency is required to identify the area of potential 

effects for its undertaking (which is the issuance of a DA permit for the development of the project site 

under the Proposed Action; to identify any potential historic properties within the area of potential 
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effects; to apply the National Register criteria of significance to determine whether any of the identified 

properties qualify as historic properties (that is, cultural resources that meet the significance criteria that 

determine their eligibility for listing on the National Register of Historic Places [NRHP]); and determine 

whether the undertaking’s effects on eligible historic properties would be adverse. The effort to identify 

potential historic properties must include not only archival research and archaeological and architectural 

surveys, but also outreach to the public and efforts to include potentially interested parties, such as 

Native American and other ethnic groups, and historical societies, which may have information about the 

presence of potential historic properties. 

To be determined eligible for the NRHP, a potential historic property must meet one of four historical 

significance criteria (listed below), and also must possess sufficient deposition, architectural, or historic 

integrity to retain the ability to convey the resource’s historic significance. Resources determined to meet 

these criteria are eligible for listing in the NRHP and are termed historic properties. A resource may be 

eligible at the local, state, or national level of significance. 

A property is eligible for the NRHP if it possesses integrity of location, design, setting, materials, 

workmanship, feeling and association, and it: 

1. Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of our 

history; 

2. Is associated with the lives of a person or persons of significance in our past; 

3. Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period or method of construction, or represents 

the work of a master, or possesses high artistic value, or represents a significant and 

distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction; or 

4. Has yielded or may be likely to yield information important in prehistory or history. 

A resource that lacks historic integrity or does not meet one of the NRHP criteria of eligibility is not 

considered a historic property, and effects to such a resource are not considered significant under the 

NHPA. However, Section 106 requires the federal lead agency to assess the significance of the effects of 

its actions upon those resources that are determined to be historic properties. Section 106 also establishes 

a consultation process under which the federal lead agency may consult with the Advisory Council on 

Historic Preservation, State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), and Tribal Historic Preservation Office 

(THPO) to take these effects into account in federal decision making regarding approval of the 

undertaking. A process also is established for mitigating significant effects on historic properties.  

USACE Responsibility for Section 106 relative to Clean Water Act Section 404 

A project that requires a federal permit, such as a Clean Water Act Section 404 permit to address potential 

effects to wetlands, is considered a federal undertaking under Section 106 of the NHPA (as described 

above). In considering whether to issue a 404 permit, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), as the 

federal lead agency under Section 106 of the NHPA, has a responsibility to take into account the effects of 

the undertaking on historic properties. 
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The USACE complies with the NHPA through implementing procedures set forth at 33 CFR 325, 

Appendix C and the Interim Guidance (33 CFR 325). The USACE drafted Appendix C in 1981 (with 

revisions in 1990) as the historic properties review procedure for the USACE permits. A copy of these 

regulations can be found at http://www.usace.army.mil/cw/cecwo/reg/33cfr325.htm. 

3.6.3.2 State Laws, Regulations, Plans, and Policies 

California Environmental Quality Act 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Section 15064.5, a project that may cause a 

substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource is a project that may have a 

significant effect on the environment. This section defines cultural resources as including both historical 

and archaeological properties, establishes the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR), sets 

forth criteria for establishing the significance of historical resources, and finds that cultural resources that 

meet the criteria of eligibility for the CRHR are significant historical resources. The criteria for eligibility 

of resources to the CRHR closely mirror the NRHP criteria listed above. 

The CEQA process for this project was completed by the City of Roseville in June 2012. 

California Health and Safety Code 7050.5 and Public Resources Code 5097.98 

Under the California Health and Safety Code, the intentional disturbance, mutilation, or removal of 

interred human remains is a misdemeanor. The code requires that, upon discovery of human remains 

outside of a dedicated cemetery, the County Coroner must be notified and further ground disturbance 

must cease until the County Coroner makes a report determining whether the find represents a crime 

scene or a Native American burial. If the Coroner recognizes the remains to be those of a Native 

American, he must contact the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) within 24 hours. Public 

Resources Code 5097.98 sets forth procedures by which the NAHC may identify a Most Likely 

Descendant, who may inspect the remains and consult with the landowner to provide for the respectful 

treatment and/or reinterment of the remains. 

3.6.3.3 Local  

In addition to cultural resources as recognized by Section 106 of the NRHP and CEQA, the City of 

Roseville’s General Plan contains the following policies to address cultural resources: 

Policy OD-1: When items of historical, cultural, or archaeological significance are discovered within 

the City, a qualified archaeologist or historian shall be called to evaluate the find and to 

recommend a proper action. 

Policy OD-2: Significant archaeological sites shall, when feasible, be incorporated into open space 

areas. 

Policy OD-3: Subject to appropriate federal, state, and local agencies, artifacts which are discovered 

and subsequently determined to be “removable,” shall be offered for dedication to 

Maidu Park Native American Interpretive Center. 
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Policy OD-5: Establish standards for the designation, improvement, and protection of buildings, 

landmarks, and sites of cultural and historic character. 

3.6.4 SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS AND ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY 

3.6.4.1 Significance Thresholds 

Under the NHPA, the USACE as the federal Lead Agency is required to take into account the effects of its 

undertakings upon historic properties. If historic properties are present within the project Area of 

Potential Effects, the USACE must determine whether its actions would adversely affect the significance 

of the historic property. 

Under federal regulations, a project has an effect on an historic property when the undertaking could 

alter the characteristics of the property that may qualify the property for inclusion in the NRHP. An 

undertaking may be considered to have an adverse effect on an historic property when it may diminish 

the integrity of the property’s location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, or association. 

Adverse effects of the Proposed Action or an alternative on historic properties include, but are not limited 

to,  

 physical destruction, alteration, or removal of all or part of the property; 

 change of the character of the property’s use or of physical features within the property's setting 

that contribute to its historic significance; 

 introduction of visual, audible, or atmospheric elements that diminish the integrity of the 

property's significant historic features; 

 neglect of a property resulting in its deterioration; 

 the transfer, lease, or sale of the property out of federal ownership (36 CFR 800.9) 

With respect to cumulative impacts, those effects of the Proposed Action or an alternative would be 

significant if they would:  

 result in a cumulative unmitigated loss of significant prehistoric and historic resources. 

3.6.4.2 Analysis Methodology 

Under the NHPA, identification of cultural resources impacts is a three-step process, as described under 

Regulatory Setting above: (1) Identification; (2) Assessment of resource integrity and significance; and 

(3) Effects assessment. This section describes the methods through which the environmental effects of the 

Proposed Action and alternative on cultural resources were assessed, and results of this process. 

Identification and Assessment of Potential Historic Properties within the Project Area 

of Potential Effects 

Records Searches 

Records searches were conducted for various portions of the property at the North Central Information 

Center, California State University, Sacramento in August 2005, April 2006, October 2006, and August 

2010. The purpose of the record searches was to determine the extent of previous surveys within a 
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0.5-mile (1,600-meter) radius of the project site, and whether previously documented historic or historic 

archaeological sites, architectural resources, or traditional cultural properties exist within this area. In 

addition to the official records and maps of archaeological sites and surveys in Placer County, the 

following historic references were reviewed:  

 The NRHP;  

 California Historical Landmarks (1996 and updates);  

 California Points of Historical Interest (1992 and updates);  

 Gold Districts of California (1979);  

 California Gold Camps (1975);  

 California Place Names (1969);  

 Survey of Surveys (Historic and Architectural Resources) (1989);  

 Directory of Properties in the Historical Resources Inventory (1999);  

 Caltrans Local Bridge Survey (1989);  

 Caltrans State Bridge Survey (1987); and  

 Historic Spots in California (1990). 

Records searches indicated that 10 previous cultural resources surveys had been conducted within 

0.5 mile (0.8 kilometer) of the project site. Eleven archeological sites have been recorded within 0.5 mile 

(0.8 km) of the project area. No prehistoric archaeological sites were identified within the project area in 

these previous studies. One historic period resource has been identified within the site but has not been 

listed on or determined eligible for listing on the NRHP.  

Native American Consultation 

Consultants contacted the NAHC to conduct searches of their Sacred Lands Files for Sacred Sites and/or 

Traditional Cultural Properties in California. Records searched with NAHC indicated that no sacred 

lands or traditional cultural properties have been identified in the project APE. The NAHC supplied a list 

of appropriate Native American tribal and cultural group contacts for the project site. As part of each 

resource identification effort, letters were written to each identified Native American contact, inquiring 

about any concerns for the project site with respect to potential traditional cultural properties, burial sites, 

and/or archaeological sites. Each letter was followed up by phone.  

During follow up phone calls in September 2010, two Native American contacts responded by phone. 

One Native American contact indicated a general concern about the potential for discovery of burials 

during construction; another contact requested that all appropriate agencies be notified about the project. 

The United Auburn Indian Community provided a letter in November 2010 which requested copies of 

completed reports and future reports for the project. No other responses or comments have been received 

to date. 
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Archaeological Surveys  

The entire project site was surveyed for cultural resources in a series of archaeological and historic 

architectural surveys of the project site between 2001 and 2010. URS conducted a survey of a portion of 

the project site in 2001 using 20-meter-wide transects. One cultural resource was identified by URS 

during the survey which was described as a concrete foundation and several pieces of farm machinery 

and equipment.  

In 2005 and 2006, Peter M. Jensen conducted a survey in the western portion of the project site, using 

transects ranging from 20 meters to 30 meters wide. He did not record any cultural resources in the area 

he surveyed. 

Archaeologists with ECORP Consulting, Inc., (ECORP) conducted a series of surveys in August 2005, July 

2006, and August 2010. ECORP surveyed the entire project site in 2005 and rerecorded the site previously 

identified by URS. The July 2006 work by ECORP involved testing of the previously recorded cultural 

resource site, and the 2010 work involved a field check of the same site to observe the condition it was in. 

Archaeological Testing and Significance Assessment 

ECORP (2007a and 2010) carried out historic archival research to provide historic context and assess the 

eligibility of the recorded sites under NRHP criteria A, B, and C (association with important events or 

persons, or work of a master). They also conducted an archaeological test excavation at the historic site 

identified within the survey area to evaluate whether the site includes archaeological materials that 

would support eligibility to the NRHP under Criterion D (potential to yield data important to history) 

and retain archaeological integrity.  

Results of Cultural Resources Identification and Assessment  

Records searches and the site surveys listed above resulted in the identification of two cultural resources 

within the project area. The first resource is a ranch complex consisting of a structure foundation, 

windmill foundation, a well hole, and various types of farm equipment. The other is an isolated rice 

harvester. The resources are further described below, including a discussion of the archaeological testing 

conducted to define horizontal and vertical boundaries of the resources and to assess historical 

significance and integrity, and the conclusions of these assessments with respect to whether the resources 

qualify as an historic property under NRHP criteria.  

Cultural Resources within the Project APE 

The following cultural resources were identified within the APE for the Westbrook project:  

CA-PLA-1900-H (P-31-2681; EC-05-17): This site is a farmstead with two loci, Locus A and Locus B, which 

consisted of a house and barn. The farmstead was constructed and occupied by Richard Tubbs as early as 

1877. In 1920 or 1921 the land was purchased by the Evans Brothers. 

Locus A is situated on a knoll and includes a fence and a stand of trees around the perimeter as well as a 

dirt road encircling the knoll top. There are no physical remains of a house, only indications from the 
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fence and road that there was a farmhouse present. This locus consists of three features; Feature 1 is a 

structure foundation including a foundation wall and concrete pad on the south slope of the knoll, 

Feature 2 is a concrete windmill foundation, and Feature 3 is a well hole with scattered broken bricks. In 

addition, there is a variety of farm equipment on the north side of the knoll. The farm equipment 

discovered at Locus A included a harvester and a hay tiller/combine, marked with the names “Rumely” 

and “Advanced Rumely.” The Rumely equipment may date from pre-1915, and the Advance-Rumely 

equipment dates from 1915 to 1931.  

Locus B is located to the south of Locus A and includes nine concrete footings as well as several pieces of 

sheet metal on site. The footings appear to have been moved downhill from Locus A.  

ECORP conducted a systematic surface collection of all materials on the surface at the site, excluding only 

modern debris. Collected artifacts included a ceramic plate fragment, glass beverage bottles, a beverage 

can, and building material. Much of the collected material could not more specifically dated other than 

twentieth century, however one item indicated 1930s or earlier and another indicated 1935 to 1960s.  

ECORP excavated five linear trenches in the vicinity of Feature 1, three of which yielded historic age 

artifacts. Trench depths ranged from 3 to 5 feet where sterile soil was encountered. Most of the collected 

material came from two privies, in trenches 1 and 5, and a small amount of material came from a possible 

former house location in trench 4. Both privies yielded a mix of material from the occupation of the farm 

complex by Tubbs and the Evans Brothers. The trenches contained beverage bottles, ceramic plate 

fragments, an animal bone, electrical equipment, a saw blade, a mule shoe, and a cartridge. The age of the 

material ranged from before 1880 to the 1950s. However, the material was not diagnostic as to age.  

Research conducted by ECORP for this project indicates that the Tubbs and Evans occupation was neither 

associated with important events in history nor represent important persons in history. As such, the site 

is not eligible for the NRHP under Criteria A and B. The remains of the structure on the site at Locus A do 

not represent the work of a master and are not architecturally distinctive. Therefore, the site is not eligible 

for the NRHP under Criterion C. The surface items collected at the site appear to date to the Evans 

Brothers occupation of the site. The subsurface testing yielded a mix of material from the Tubbs and 

Evans occupations. The amount of material dateable from the period prior to 1920, to the Tubbs 

occupation, is too small to provide adequate information regarding the history of the site. Therefore, 

EC-05-17 is not eligible for the NRHP under Criterion D. 

SB-008: This resource is an isolated piece of farm equipment. Generally, isolates are not considered 

historic properties. In addition, archival research failed to yield any information regarding this particular 

resource to suggest that it is associated with important persons or events in history. The isolate is not 

distinctive, either architecturally or in its engineering, and does no exemplify the work of a master. There 

is no potential for the isolate to yield important information in history, beyond what has already been 

determined. Therefore, SB-008 is not eligible for the NRHP under Criterion A, B, C, or D. 

Cultural Resource Sites within the APE of Off-Site Improvements 

There were no cultural resources identified within the off-site APE for the Westbrook project. 
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Conclusions: Identified Historic Properties 

On the basis of the description and assessments presented above, none of the cultural resources identified 

within the project site appear to qualify as a historic property. Therefore, there are no known historic 

properties in the APE of the proposed undertaking. 

Identification and Assessment of Potential Historic Properties within the Area of 

Potential Effects of the Off-Site Alternative 

A records search was conducted for the alternate site at the North Central Information Center of the 

California Historical Resources Information System in June 2012. The purpose of the record search was to 

determine the extent of previous surveys within a 0.5-mile (1,600-meter) radius of the alternative site, and 

whether previously documented historic or historic archaeological sites, architectural resources, or 

traditional cultural properties exist within this area. The search indicated that the site has no recorded 

prehistoric archaeological sites and two historic-period resources. The historic-period resources include 

historic debris and a well. Eligibility has not been determined. There are no recorded state or federal 

historic properties within the project site. The records search indicated that survey coverage of the site is 

sufficient to conclude that no further archival searches or field studies by a cultural resource professional 

is required at this time. Furthermore, an archaeological survey of the alternative site could not be 

conducted due to lack of access. 

3.6.5 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Two potential historic resources were identified within the APE. As detailed above, neither of the 

resources appears to meet any of the criteria of eligibility for listing on the NRHP. The USACE has 

therefore determined (subject to concurrence by the SHPO) that the Proposed Action would have no 

effect on historic properties.  

The Proposed Action, on-site alternatives, and Off-Site Alternative nonetheless have the potential to affect 

undiscovered cultural resources that could be discovered during construction and that could qualify as 

historic properties. This issue is discussed below. 

Impact CR-1 Potential to damage undiscovered historic properties or human 

remains during construction 

No Action Alt. The No Action Alternative may result in significant direct effects to undiscovered 

historic properties or human remains during construction. Proposed mitigation would 

reduce potential direct effects to undiscovered resources to less than significant. 

The APE for the No Action Alternative is the same as the APE of the Proposed Action. 

As stated above, no historic properties have been identified in the project APE. The 

development of the No Action Alternative would therefore have no effect on any 

known historic properties. Furthermore, the potential for buried prehistoric deposits 

to be present on the project site is low. This is because subsurface auger testing 

conducted along Curry Creek about 0.2 mile south of the Westbrook project site did 
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not yield any subsurface cultural resources. Due to the lack of buried prehistoric 

deposits along the nearby creek banks and the similarity of the landform within the 

project site to the area where subsurface testing was conducted, the project site is 

generally not expected to contain buried prehistoric resources. However, previously 

unknown prehistoric resources could still be encountered during grading and 

excavation on the site and inadvertently destroyed. If a NRHP-eligible buried 

archaeological deposit or feature, or human remains—either in an archaeological 

context or in isolation—were discovered during construction, disturbance or 

destruction of the deposit or the remains would constitute a significant effect to an 

historic property.  

Mitigation Measure CR-1a would avoid or reduce an inadvertent significant direct 

effect on previously unknown historic properties encountered during construction in 

any portion of the site to a less than significant level.  

Indirect effects on archaeological and historic resources that can result from land 

development projects include increased vandalism of archaeological sites or 

unauthorized collection of artifacts, resulting from improved or newly introduced 

access. However, no indirect effects would occur because there are no known 

archaeological or historic resource sites on the project site that could be affected by 

vandalism or unauthorized collection. 

Proposed 

Action, Alts. 1 

through 5 

The Proposed Action and on-site alternatives may result in direct significant effects to 

undiscovered historic properties or human remains during construction. Proposed 

mitigation would reduce potential direct effects to undiscovered resources to less 

than significant.  

As with the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action and on-site alternatives 

(Alternatives 1 through 5) would not significantly affect any known historic properties 

as none are present within the project site. However, grading and excavation 

associated with the development of the site under the Proposed Action and the on-site 

alternatives have the potential to encounter unanticipated buried cultural deposits. 

The total area of ground disturbance on the site for the Proposed Action would be 

greater than the No Action Alternative. Therefore, there would be a greater chance of 

encountering buried cultural deposits. The total area of ground disturbance for the on-

site alternatives would be more similar to the No Action Alternative, and therefore the 

potential to encounter buried cultural deposits would also be similar to the No Action 

Alternative.  

Based on the significance criteria listed above and for the same reasons presented 

above for the No Action Alternative, the direct effect on undiscovered historic 

properties or human remains would be potentially significant under the Proposed 

Action and on-site alternatives. Mitigation Measure CR-1a would reduce this 
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potential direct effect to less than significant.  

For the same reasons presented above for the No Action Alternative, no indirect 

effects would occur under the Proposed Action or Alternatives 1 through 5. 

Off-Site Alt. The Off-Site Alternative may result in significant direct effects to undiscovered 

historic properties or human remains during construction. Proposed mitigation would 

reduce potential direct effects to undiscovered resources to less than significant.  

The alternative site is geographically and historically similar to the project site. The 

Pleasant Grove Creek traverses the southeastern corner of the alternative site.  

The potential for buried archaeological deposits of the prehistoric period or historic 

cultural resources within the alternative site is similar to that of the project site. There 

is some potential for buried prehistoric deposits to be present along the creek that 

crosses the southeastern corner of the alternative site. However, the creek corridor lies 

in an area that would be preserved as open space and would not be disturbed.  

Based on the significance criteria listed above and for the same reasons presented 

above for the No Action Alternative, the direct effect on undiscovered historic 

properties or human remains would be potentially significant under the Off-Site 

Alternative. Mitigation Measure CR-1a would reduce this potential direct effect to 

less than significant.  

As noted earlier, the records search conducted for this alternative indicated that the 

site contains two historic-period resources which include historic debris and a well. 

The two historic-period resources have not been evaluated for eligibility to the NRHP. 

In the absence of such a determination it is conservatively assumed for this Draft EIS 

that these resources are eligible and the removal of these resources would constitute a 

potentially significant effect. Mitigation Measure CR-1b will be implemented to 

reduce the potentially significant direct effect to less than significant. 

For the same reasons presented above for the No Action Alternative, no indirect 

effects would occur under the Off-Site Alternative. 

Mitigation Measure CR-1a: Discovery of Cultural Resources during Construction  

(Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

Should any cultural resources, such as structural features, any amount of bone or shell, artifacts, human remains, or 

architectural remains, be encountered during any subsurface development activities, work shall be suspended within 

100 feet (30 feet) of the find. The City of Roseville Planning and Public Works staff and the USACE staff shall be 

immediately notified. At that time, the City of Roseville and the USACE shall coordinate any necessary 

investigation of the site with qualified archaeologists as needed, to assess the resource (i.e., whether it is a historical 

resource, a unique archaeological resource, or a historic property) and provide proper management recommendations 

should potential impacts to the resources be found to be significant or adverse. Possible management 

recommendations for important resources could include resource avoidance or, where avoidance is infeasible in light 
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of project design or layout to avoid significant (adverse) effects, data recovery excavations. The contractor shall 

implement any measures deemed feasible and necessary by the City and USACE staff, in consultation with the 

archaeologists and California State Historic Preservation Officer, as appropriate, to avoid or minimize significant 

(adverse) effects to the cultural resources. In addition, pursuant to Section 5097.98 or the State Public Resources 

Code, and Section 7050.5 of the State Health and Safety Code, in the event of the discovery of human remains, the 

County Coroner shall be immediately notified. If the remains are determined to be Native American, guidelines of 

the Native American Heritage Commission shall be adhered to in the treatment and disposition of the remains. 

Mitigation Measure CR-1b: Evaluation of Historic Resources for Eligibility and 

Appropriate Processing Under Section 106  

(Applicability – Off-Site Alternative) 

The USACE shall satisfy the requirements of Section 106 of the NHPA for the Off-Site Alternative by preparing a 

Programmatic Agreement (PA) which requires the following measures:  

 For each development phase and associated federal permits and authorizations, the USACE, as the federal 

Section 106 lead (or the USACE designee) shall prepare an APE map and shall consult with the SHPO on 

the APE.  

 Once the SHPO, the USACE, and other consulting parties agree on the project-specific APE, the USACE 

or the Applicant (or designee, as directed by the USACE) shall perform an inventory of cultural resources 

in the phase-specific APE consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for 

Identification (48 Federal Register [FR] 44720-23) and submit this inventory to the SHPO and any other 

relevant consulting parties for review as required under the PA. The same document shall evaluate 

identified resources for listing on the NRHP per NRHP criteria and the Secretary of the Interior’s 

Standards and Guidelines for Evaluation (48 FR 44723-26).  

 Once the inventory is complete, the USACE (or designee, as directed by the USACE) shall prepare a 

Finding of Effect (FOE) to assess the effect of the buildout of the individual development phase upon 

identified historic properties by applying the Criteria of Adverse Effect pursuant to 36 CFR 800.5(a) (1). 

If the FOE identifies adverse effects, the Applicant shall prepare treatment measures and protocols to 

minimize these impacts to the extent possible. These treatment measures shall be appended to the PA in a 

treatment plan prepared for the specific project development phase. Treatment measures may include, but 

are not limited to, avoidance and preservation in places where possible. Where avoidance is not possible or 

feasible, treatment shall consist of either: (1) recovery of a suitable sample of material from archaeological 

sites that have the potential to contribute to research, or (2) documentation of historic resources to capture 

their significance and relationship to important historical themes. Documentation of historical resources 

shall be performed according to the Historic American Building Survey or Historic American Engineering 

Record (HABS/HAER) specifications or an equivalent standard when existing architecture or engineered 

features are subject to adverse effects. Where appropriate, treatment plans may specify the preparation and 

circulation of interpretive brochures, narrative descriptions, and photographic documentation for the 

general public.  

  

3.6.6 RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS 

All of the potential direct effects would be reduced to less than significant by the proposed mitigation. 

There would be no residual significant effects for the Proposed Action and any of the alternatives. 
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3.6.7 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

Cumulative Impact CR-1 Damage to Historic Properties or Human Remains 

No Action Alt., 

Proposed 

Action, Alts. 1 

through 5 

Loss of cultural resources in the project area due to previous ground disturbing 

activities is unquantifiable. However, previous activities that include mining, 

agriculture, urban development, and infrastructure have likely resulted in the 

destruction of cultural resources in the western Placer County area, in particular prior 

to the passage of laws and regulations that include the National Historic Preservation 

Act (NHPA) in 1966 which protects eligible cultural resources, The National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and CEQA. Since the enactment of these laws, the 

cumulative loss of cultural resources has been substantially reduced but some loss of 

cultural resources still continues as a result of human activities.  

Further development in the region could result in the damage or destruction of 

known archaeological and historical resources, as well as any existing undiscovered 

subsurface artifacts. The vicinity of Roseville is known to include both prehistoric and 

historic cultural resources. Although no evidence of prehistoric resources was 

discovered during field surveys of the project site, archaeological sites are located in 

the vicinity. Historic resources and prehistoric sites have been recorded within the 

Placer Vineyards Specific Plan area and the West Roseville Specific Plan area and 

could occur elsewhere in southwestern Placer County.  

As noted above, numerous laws, regulations, and statues, at both the federal and state 

levels, seek to protect cultural resources. These would apply to all new development 

within the study area. In addition, the Roseville General Plan provides local policies 

for the protection of cultural resources from unnecessary impacts. These policies 

include inventory and evaluation processes and require consultation with qualified 

archaeologists in the event that previously undiscovered cultural materials are 

accidentally exposed. As discussed in Impact CR-1, no known historic resources or 

archaeological resources are present on the project site that could be affected by the 

proposed development. However, previously unknown archaeological resources 

could be encountered during site grading and excavation. By ensuring that cultural 

resources discovered within the project site are properly recorded and handled, 

Mitigation Measure CR-1a would reduce the contribution from the No Action 

Alternative, Proposed Action, and Alternatives 1 through 5 to the cumulative cultural 

resource impact to less than significant.  
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 Off-Site Alt. The cumulative contribution of the Off-Site Alternative to cumulative effects on 

cultural resources would be similar to that of the No Action Alternative, Proposed 

Action, and Alternatives 1 through 5. As discussed in Impact CR-1, no known 

archaeological resources are present on the alternative site that could be affected by 

the proposed development. However, previously unknown archaeological resources 

could be encountered during site grading and excavation and historic-period 

resources could also be affected. Based on the significance criteria listed above and for 

the same reasons presented for the No Action Alternative, Proposed Action, and 

Alternatives 1 through 5, the implementation of Mitigation Measures CR-1a and CR-

1b would reduce the contribution of the alternative to the cumulative impact to less 

than significant.  
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3.7 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE, POPULATION, AND HOUSING 

3.7.1 INTRODUCTION 

This section describes the demographic conditions within the City of Roseville, the 2010 Census Tract 

containing the Proposed Action and the alternatives, and evaluates the potential for the Proposed Action and 

the alternatives to result in disproportionately high and adverse environmental and human health effects on 

low-income or minority populations. It also presents the potential for the Proposed Action or an alternative 

to result in effects on population and housing. 

The primary source of information used in this analysis is the U.S. Census Bureau data from the 2010 

Census.  

3.7.2 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

The project site is located in Placer County in the southwestern portion of the City of Roseville within 

Census Tract 213.22. The Off-Site Alternative is located in unincorporated Placer County north of the City of 

Roseville, also within Census Tract 213.22. The project site and the Off-Site Alternative site are both located 

approximately 1 mile from the nearest adjacent census tracts; therefore, the adjacent census tracts were not 

included in this analysis. 

For the purpose of this analysis, race, ethnicity, poverty status, and income data were obtained for the City 

and Census Tract 213.22 to determine if there is a high concentration of a minority or low-income population 

in the surrounding area. Figure 3.7-1, Census Tract Locations identifies the location of the census tract. 

Areas with high concentrations of minority or low-income populations are termed “environmental justice” 

(EJ) communities in this Draft EIS. 

3.7.2.1 Regional Setting 

Population, Race, and Ethnicity 

Table 3-7-1, Study Area Demographics, lists the populations of the City and Census Tract 213.22 by race 

and ethnicity. Based on the 2010 Census data, approximately 25 percent of the City of Roseville population is 

identified as belonging to a minority group, and the minority populations make up about 31 percent of the 

total population in Tract 213.22. In the State of California, the minority population constitutes approximately 

57 percent of the total population. 
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Table 3.7-1 

Study Area Demographics 

 

 City of Roseville Tract 213.22 

Demographic Number Percent Number Percent 

Total Population 118,788 -- 8,762 -- 

Hispanic or Latino (of any race) 17,359 14.6 971 11.1 

White 84,349 71.0 6,291 71.8 

Black or African American 2,157 1.8 214 2.4 

American Indian or Alaska Native 568 0.5 43 0.5 

Asian 9,785 8.2 1,445 16.5 

Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander 294 0.2 33 0.4 

Some other Race 244 0.2 283 3.2 

Two or more Races 4,032 3.4 453 5.2 

Total Minority Population 30,163 25.4 2,706 30.9 

    

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 Census Summary File 1 

 

Income and Poverty Status 

The U.S. Census determines poverty status based on the thresholds prescribed for federal agencies by 

Statistical Policy Directive 14, issued by the Office of Management and Budget. These thresholds take into 

account family size, the age of the individual(s), and income (U.S. Census 2011). Table 3.7-2, Income and 

Poverty Status, shows the percentage of City of Roseville and Census Tract 213.22 populations below the 

poverty level. Based on 2006-2010 American Community Survey data, the percentage of individuals 

considered to be below the poverty level within the study area is equal to or less than the statewide level of 

13.7 percent.  
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Table 3.7-2 

Income and Poverty Status 

 

 City of Roseville Tract 213.22 

Income and Poverty Status Number Percent Number Percent 

Households 43,774 -- 1,970 -- 

Less than $10,000 1,649 3.8 91 4.6 

$10,000 to $14,999 1,110 2.5 54 2.7 

$15,000 to $24,999 3,089 7.1 23 1.2 

$25,000 to $34,999 3,165 7.2 65 3.3 

$35,000 to $49,999 5,175 11.8 142 7.2 

$50,000 to $74,999 7,665 17.5 300 15.2 

$75,000 to $99,999 6,924 15.8 373 18.9 

$100,000 to $149,999 8,862 20.2 626 31.8 

$150,000 to $199,999 3,701 8.5 160 8.1 

Greater than $200,000 2,434 5.6 136 6.9 

Median Household Income 75,112 -- 96,181 -- 

Median Family Income 90,098 -- 101,157 -- 

Per Capita Income 34,046 -- 33,610 -- 

Poverty Status – Families -- 4.9 -- 2.7 

Poverty Status - Individuals -- 7.1 -- 5.5 

    

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2006-2010 American Community Survey 

 

3.7.3 REGULATORY FRAMEWORK – APPLICABLE LAWS, REGULATIONS, 

PLANS, AND POLICIES 

3.7.3.1 Federal Laws, Regulations, Plans, and Policies 

Executive Order 12898 

On February 11, 1994, the President issued Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address 

Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations. The order focuses federal 

attention on the relationship between the environment and human health conditions of minority 

communities and calls on agencies to make achieving environmental justice part of their mission. The Order 

requires the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and all federal and state agencies receiving federal 

funds to identify and address disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of 

their programs, policies, and activities on minority and low-income populations. It also requires the agencies 

to develop strategies to address this problem.  

There are no federal regulations related to population and housing that are applicable to the Proposed 

Action. 



3.7 Environmental Justice, Population, and Housing 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 3.7-5 Westbrook Draft EIS 

USACE #200500938  May 2013 

3.7.3.2 State Laws, Regulations, Plans, and Policies 

There are no state regulations related to environmental justice or population that are applicable to the 

Proposed Action. 

California Government Code Section 65584 

A Regional Housing Needs Plan (RHNP) is mandated by the State of California (Government Code Section 

65584) for regions to address housing issues and needs based on future growth projections for the area.  

3.7.3.3 Local Plans, Policies, and Ordinances 

There are no local plans, policies or ordinances of the City of Roseville or Placer County related to 

environmental justice or population. The following local plans and policies relate to housing.  

Sacramento 2013-21 Regional Housing Needs Plan 

The RHNP for the Sacramento region is developed by the Sacramento Area Council of Governments 

(SACOG), and allocates to cities and counties their “fair share” of the region’s projected housing needs based 

on household income groupings over the planning period for each specific jurisdiction’s housing element.  

City of Roseville General Plan Housing Element 

City-Wide Goals 

Goal 1: Provide decent, safe, adequate, and affordable housing in sufficient quantities for all 

economic segments of the community. 

3.7.4 SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS AND ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY 

3.7.4.1 Significance Thresholds 

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) does not specify significance thresholds that may be used to 

evaluate the effects of a proposed action related to environmental justice. However, Council on 

Environmental Quality (CEQ) guidance requires an evaluation of a proposed action’s effect on the human 

environment, and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) must also comply with Executive Order 

12898. The USACE has determined that the Proposed Action or its alternatives would result in significant 

effects related to environmental justice if the Proposed Action or an alternative would disproportionately 

adversely affect an EJ community through its effects on: 

 environmental conditions such as quality of air, water, and other environmental media; degradation 

of aesthetics, loss of open space, and nuisance concerns such as odor, noise, and dust;  

 human health such as exposure of EJ communities to pathogens; 

 public welfare in terms of social conditions such as reduced access to certain amenities like hospitals, 

safe drinking water, public transportation, etc.; or 

 public welfare in terms of economic conditions such as changes in employment, income, and the cost 

of housing, etc. 
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The USACE has determined that the Proposed Action or its alternatives would result in significant effects 

related to population and housing if the Proposed Action or an alternative would: 

 induce substantial unanticipated population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by 

proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or 

other infrastructure); or 

 displace substantial numbers of persons or existing housing, necessitating the construction of 

replacement housing elsewhere. 

3.7.4.2 Analysis Methodology 

Several guidance documents have been prepared by various federal agencies to guide the evaluation of 

impacts of a proposed action on minority and low-income populations. CEQ guidance “Environmental 

Justice Under the National Environmental Policy Act” dated December 1997 and the U.S. EPA’s “Toolkit for 

Assessing Potential Allegations of Environmental Injustice” dated November 2004 were consulted in 

evaluating the effects of the Proposed Action and its alternatives relative to Executive Order 12898.  

The USACE conducted an evaluation of EJ impacts using a two-step process: as a first step, the study area 

was evaluated to determine whether it contains a concentration of minority and/or low-income populations. 

Following that evaluation, in a second step, the USACE determined whether the Proposed Action and its 

alternatives would result in the types of effects listed above.  

The following criteria were used to determine whether the City or the study area census tract contains a high 

concentration of a minority or low-income population. 

Minority Population 

As defined in Executive Order 12898 and the CEQ guidance, a minority population occurs where one or both 

of the following conditions are met within a given geographic area: 

 The American Indian, Alaskan Native, Asian, Pacific Islander, Black, or Hispanic population of the 

affected area exceeds 50 percent, or 

 The minority population percentage of the affected area is meaningfully greater than the minority 

population percentage in the general population or other appropriate unit of geographic analysis. 

A minority population also exists if more than one minority group is present and the aggregate minority 

percentage meets one of the above conditions. The selection of the appropriate unit of geographic analysis 

could be a governing body’s jurisdiction, a neighborhood, census tract, or other similar unit.  

Although the Hispanic population cannot be directly aggregated without resulting in double counting 

because it represents a multiracial group which includes several races, for purposes of this analysis, it was 

aggregated because the Hispanic population is a designated minority group.  

Based on this, as shown in Table 3.7-1 above, the aggregate minority population is 25 percent of the total 

population in the City of Roseville, and about 31 percent of the total population in study area Census Tract 

213.22. The aggregate population percentages for the City and the study area Census Tract do not exceed 

50 percent. In addition, the study area minority population percentage is not greater than the minority 
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population percentage in the State of California as a whole which is approximately 57 percent. Therefore, the 

study area does not contain a high concentration of minority population. 

Low-income Population 

Executive Order 12898 does not provide criteria to determine if an affected area consists of a low-income 

population. For the purpose of this assessment, the CEQ criterion for defining a minority population has 

been adapted to identify whether or not the population in an affected area constitutes a low-income 

population. An affected geographic area is considered to consist of a low-income population (i.e., below the 

poverty level, for purposes of this analysis) where the percentage of low-income persons: 

 is at least 50 percent of the total population, or  

 is meaningfully greater than the low-income population percentage in the general population or 

other appropriate unit of geographic analysis. 

As shown in Table 3.7-2, Income and Poverty Status, based on the 2006–2010 American Community 

Surveys, 7.1 percent of the individuals in the City of Roseville, and 5.5 percent of the individuals in Census 

Tract 213.22 are considered below the poverty level. The City and Census Tract 213.22 do not meet either 

criterion as the percentages of low-income persons are substantially less than 50 percent and are not higher 

than in the State of California as a whole, which has a poverty level of 13.7 percent of individuals. Therefore 

the study area does not contain a high concentration of low-income population. 

In summary, the study area does not constitute an EJ community.  

3.7.5 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact EJ-1 Disproportionate Adverse Environmental Effects on Minority or 

Low-income Populations 

No Action 

Alt. 

The No Action Alternative would not result in disproportionate significant environmental 

effects on minority or low-income populations. As shown by the data presented above, the 

study area does not meet the criteria for an EJ community. Furthermore, the No Action 

Alternative involves the development of a mixed use, mixed density community that would 

be similar to existing urban development to the east and north of the project site. The No 

Action Alternative does not involve any land uses that would produce hazardous emissions 

or create other conditions that could adversely affect the adjacent residential areas. There 

would be no direct or indirect effect. No mitigation is required.  

Proposed 

Action, Alts. 

1 through 5 

The Proposed Action and the on-site alternatives would not adversely affect an EJ 

community. The Proposed Action and all of the on-site alternatives would construct a 

mixed-use development on the project site. Based on the significance criteria listed above 

and for the same reasons presented above for the No Action Alternative, there would be no 

direct or indirect effect on an EJ community. No mitigation is required. 
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Off-Site Alt. The Off-Site Alternative would not adversely affect an EJ community. The Off-Site 

Alternative would construct a project broadly similar to the Proposed Action on an 

alternative site approximately 3 miles (4.8 kilometers) to the northwest of the project site. As 

this site is also located within Census Tract 213.22 and on the border of the City of Roseville, 

no EJ community is present near this site. Based on the significance criteria listed above and 

for the same reasons presented above for the No Action Alternative, there would be no 

direct or indirect effect on an EJ community under the Off-Site Alternative. No mitigation is 

required.  

  

Impact EJ-2 Effect related to Substantial Population Growth 

No Action 

Alt. 

There are no residences currently on the project site. Therefore, the No Action Alternative 

would have no effect related to displacement of dwelling units and persons.  

Implementation of the No Action Alternative would result in the construction of 

1,412 dwelling units, which could accommodate approximately 3,588 additional persons, 

assuming an average household size of 2.54 persons (which is the average household size 

for the City of Roseville).  

Based on projections provided by the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG), 

the City is projected to add approximately 25,600 housing units and a population of about 

56,700 residents between 2010 and 2035. Based on projections in the City’s General Plan, the 

City expects to add approximately 14,400 housing units and a population of about 

50,600 residents between 2010 and 2025. The increase in housing associated with the No 

Action Alternative represents approximately 10 percent of the City General Plan’s 2025 

housing projection and the increase in population associated with the No Action Alternative 

represents approximately 7 percent of the General Plan’s 2025 population projection. 

The increases in housing and population associated with the Proposed Action (which are 

described further below) were included in the City of Roseville’s housing and population 

projections for the area as well as in the projections produced by SACOG. The housing and 

population increases under the No Action Alternative are less than the increases under the 

Proposed Action. As higher housing and population increases were included in the housing 

and population forecasts for the City and the region, all of the growth that would occur 

under the No Action Alternative is anticipated and the No Action Alternative would not 

directly induce substantial population growth in Placer County or the City of Roseville that 

was not anticipated. Therefore, this indirect effect would be less than significant. No direct 

effects would occur. 

Proposed 

Action 

Implementation of the Proposed Action would result in the construction of 2,029 homes on 

the Westbrook project site, which could accommodate approximately 5,154 additional 

persons. The increases in housing and population associated with the Proposed Action were 
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included in the City of Roseville’s housing and population projections for the area as well as 

in the projections produced by the SACOG. The increase in housing associated with the 

Proposed Action represents approximately 14 percent of the City General Plan’s 2025 

housing projection and the increase in population associated with the Proposed Action 

represents approximately 10 percent of the General Plan’s 2025 population projection. The 

Proposed Action accounts for about 8 percent of SACOG’s 2035 housing projection and 

about 9 percent of SACOG’s 2035 population projection. As the housing and population 

increases were included in the population and housing forecasts of both the City and 

SACOG, this indirect effect would be less than significant. No direct effects would occur. 

Alts. 1 

through 5 

All of the on-site alternatives would have effects on population and housing that would be 

very similar to those described above for the No Action Alternative and the Proposed 

Action. Therefore, the indirect effect would be less than significant. No direct effects would 

occur. 

Off-Site Alt. Similar to the No Action Alternative, the Off-Site Alternative would have a less than 

significant effect on population and housing in the region. There are no dwellings on the 

site. Therefore, the alternative would have no effect related to the displacement of dwelling 

units and persons.  

This alternative would develop 1,350 dwelling units, which would result in a population 

increase of approximately 3,429 persons in the City of Roseville (based on an average 

household size of 2.54 persons for the City of Roseville). The City of Roseville General Plan 

does not anticipate the development of the alternative site with urban uses. Therefore, this 

alternative would increase the population in the City of Roseville in excess of what is 

planned. However, if the Off-Site Alternative were selected, then the anticipated population 

growth at the Westbrook project site would not occur and would be shifted to the 

alternative site and the net effect on the City’s and the region’s population under this 

alternative would be the same as that of the No Action Alternative and the Proposed Action. 

Therefore, the indirect effects would be less than significant. No direct effects would occur. 

  

3.7.6 RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS 

All direct or indirect effects associated with environmental justice and population and housing would be 

less than significant. No residual significant effects were identified for the Proposed Action and any of the 

alternatives.  
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3.7.7 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

As discussed above there would be no effect on an EJ community. Therefore, there would be no cumulative 

effects on an EJ community under the Proposed Action and all alternatives. As described above, the 

population associated with the Proposed Action and the alternatives is within the population projections of 

the City and the region. Therefore there would be no cumulative population effects of the Proposed Action 

and alternatives.  

3.7.8 REFERENCES 

U.S. Census Bureau. 2010. “Census, Summary File 1.” 

U.S. Census Bureau. 2006-2010. “American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates.” 

U.S. Census Bureau. 2011. “How the Census Bureau Measures Poverty.” Last Revised: September 13, 2011. 
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3.8 GEOLOGY, SOILS, AND MINERALS 

3.8.1 INTRODUCTION 

This section covers three closely related topics: geology (including geologic hazards such as earthquakes), 

soils, and mineral resources. For each of these topics, it describes existing conditions at and surrounding the 

project site and the alternative site, summarizes relevant regulations and policies, and analyzes the 

anticipated impacts of implementing the Proposed Action or the alternatives.  

Sources of information used in this analysis include: 

 Sierra Vista Specific Plan EIR prepared by the City of Roseville (City of Roseville 2010a); 

 Westbrook Specific Plan Amendment Initial Study, prepared by the City of Roseville (City of 

Roseville 2012); 

 Preliminary Geotechnical Engineering Report Sierra Vista Specific Plan, prepared by Wallace Kuhl & 

Associates; 

 Maps and reports by the United States Geological Survey (USGS) and California Geological Survey 

(CGS); and 

 Maps and reports by the United Stated Department of Agriculture (USDA) Natural Resources 

Conservation Service (NRCS). 

3.8.2 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

3.8.2.1 Physiographic Setting 

The project site is located in the Sacramento Valley, which forms the northern portion of California’s Great 

Valley geomorphic province. Bounded by the Sierra Nevadas on the east and the Coast Ranges on the west, 

the Great Valley is only about 40 miles (64 kilometers) wide, but extends nearly 500 miles (805 kilometers) 

along the axis of the state, from the Klamath and Cascade Mountains in the north to the Tehachapi 

Mountains in the south. Much of the valley floor is near sea level (Norris and Webb 1990), with the 

conspicuous exception of the Sutter Buttes, 40 miles (64 kilometers) northwest of the project site, which rise 

to an elevation of about 2,100 feet (640 meters) above mean sea level (msl) (Norris and Webb 1990; City of 

Roseville 2010a). The Sacramento Valley floor contains a thick sequence of sedimentary deposits that range 

in age from Jurassic through Quaternary that were derived from the weathering and erosion of the Sierra 

Nevada and the Coast Ranges, and carried by water and deposited on the valley floor (Norris and Webb 

1990, Gutierrez et al. 2010).  
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3.8.2.2 Regional Seismicity and Fault Zones 

The site is not located within or traversed by any earthquake fault zone defined by the State of California 

pursuant to the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act (Bryant and Hart 2007). The closest state-zoned 

faults to the project site are portions of the Foothills Fault Zone, located approximately 18 miles 

(29 kilometers) east of the site. Farther to the west, a number of zoned faults are present in the Coast Ranges 

and San Francisco Bay Area, including the Ortigalita, Green Valley, Concord, Calaveras, Hayward, and San 

Andreas (Figure 3.8-1). Several faults not considered active are also present in the project area (City of 

Roseville 2010a). 

Because of its distance from major fault systems, Placer County is considered a low-severity earthquake 

zone. The maximum earthquake intensity anticipated would correspond to an intensity of VI or VII on the 

Modified Mercalli Scale (City of Roseville 2010a).1  

3.8.2.3 Project Site - Topographic and Geologic Conditions 

The project site is located on the eastern margin of the Sacramento Valley, about 10 miles (16 kilometers) 

from the westernmost foothills of the Sierra Nevada. The site is in a transitional zone between the flat, open 

terrain of the Sacramento Valley to the west and the foothills of the Sierra Nevada Mountains to the east. 

Topography on the site is flat to gently rolling, with elevations ranging from about 75 to 125 feet (23 to 

38 meters) msl (Google Earth 2012). The principal feature on the project site is the West Plan tributary to 

Curry Creek that traverses the northwest corner of the project site. 

Figure 3.8-2 shows the geology of the project site and its immediate vicinity. The project site is underlain 

almost entirely by strata of the Riverbank Formation, with a small area in the site’s northwest corner 

underlain by the Turlock Lake Formation. The Riverbank and Turlock Lake Formations are alluvial deposits 

consisting of material derived from erosion of the Sierra Nevada. The Riverbank Formation ranges in age 

from about 450,000 to about 130,000 years (Pleistocene). The lower member of the Riverbank Formation, 

which underlies the majority of the project site, is partially consolidated and consists of reddish gravel, sand, 

and silt. The Turlock Lake Formation, also of Pleistocene age but slightly older than the Riverbank 

Formation, is limited to the northwestern corner of the site and is dominated by feldspar-rich gravels but 

contains sand and silt along the east side of the Sacramento Valley (Helley and Harwood 1985). 

Ground subsidence has occurred in some parts of the Great Valley geomorphic province as a result of 

groundwater overdraft. The Roseville area is not known to have experienced subsidence that would limit or 

constrain development (City of Roseville 2010a). 

  

                                                        
1 The Modified Mercalli Scale describes earthquake intensity based on observed effects. Mercalli intensity VI 

corresponds to the following observations: “Felt by all, many frightened. Some heavy furniture moved; a few 

instances of fallen plaster. Damage slight.” Mercalli intensity VII is described as follows: “Damage negligible in 

buildings of good design and construction; slight to moderate in well-built ordinary structures; considerable 

damage in poorly built or badly designed structures; some chimneys broken.” (U.S. Geological Survey 1989) 



W
illows Fault Zone

W
illow

s Fault Zone

Vernalis Fault

Sweitzer Fault

Stockton Fault

Mohawk Fault

M
idland

Fault

M
elones Fault

M
elones Fault

M
elones Fault

Honey Lake Fault Zone

Hayward Fault

G
reen Valley Fault

Foothills Fault System
Foothills Fault System

Dunnigan

Hills Flt.

C
orning Fault

Chico M
onocline Fault Peak Fault

Camel

Thrust

Shoo Fly

C
alaveras

Big  Bend  Fault

Bear M
ountains Fault

Regional Fault Map

FIGURE 3.8-1

1122.001•08/12

SOURCE: Compiled by Charles W. Jennings and George J. Saucedo – 1999 (Revised 2002, Tousson Toppozada and David Branum)

APPROXIMATE SCALE IN MILES

15.0 7.5 0 15.0

n

?
?

?

Pleistocene
faults. Many
faults in Sierra
Nevada shown
as pre-Quaternary
may be late Cenozoic.

Holocene
displacement.

Historic
ground
ruptures,
including creep.

Faults without
recognized
Quaternary
displacement.
Not necessarily
without future
activity potential.

Description
Recency

of
Movement

Years
Before
Present

(Age of earth)

4.5 billion

1,600,000

10,000

200

Fault
Symbols

Q
U

A
T

E
R

N
A

R
Y

Geologic
Time

PR
E

-Q
U

A
T

E
R

N
A

R
Y

P
le

is
to

ce
ne

H
ol

oc
en

e
H

is
to

ri
c

L E G E N D

0 50

0 50 100 Km

Approximate Project
Site and Off-Site

Alternative Locations

Faults shown solid where well located or strongly inferred (including offshore
faults); faults dotted on land where concealed; barbs indicate upper plate of
thrust faults.



Project Site and Off-Site Alternative Geology

FIGURE 3.8-2

1122.001•04/13

SOURCE: Helly and Harwood  – 1985

Note:  Boundaries are approximate. 

APPROXIMATE SCALE IN MILES

1 0.5 0 1

n

Project SiteProject Site

Off Site
Alternative

Off Site
Alternative



3.8 Geology, Soils, and Minerals 

Impact Sciences 3.8-5 Westbrook Draft EIS 

USACE #2005-00938  May 2013 

3.8.2.4 Project Site – Liquefaction 

Liquefaction is defined as the loss of soil strength due to seismic forces acting on water-saturated granular 

soils, which leads to quicksand conditions that generate various types of ground failure. The potential for 

liquefaction must take into account soil type, soil density, depth to the groundwater table and the duration 

and intensity of ground shaking. Liquefaction is most likely to occur in low-lying areas of poorly 

consolidated to unconsolidated water-saturated sediments or similar deposits. The City of Roseville’s 

geographic location, soil characteristics, and topography combined minimize the risk of liquefaction. Based 

on the depth to groundwater and the project site soils, the project generally has a low to moderate potential 

for liquefaction. 

3.8.2.5 Project Site – Soils 

Soils mapping by the Natural Resources Conservation Service shows five soil units on the project site 

(Figure 3.8-3). Table 3.8-1, Overview of Project Site Soils, includes an overview of their characteristics, 

including limitations that represent potential constraints for project design and construction. Limitations 

may be evaluated as slight, moderate, high, or severe. Table 3.8-1 is located at the end of the section. As 

described in Table 3.8-1, the soil mapping units within the project include: Cometa-Fiddyment Complex 

(1 to 5 percent slopes), Cometa-Ramona sandy loams (1 to 5 percent slopes), Fiddyment-Kaseberg loams (2 to 

9 percent slopes), San Joaquin-Cometa sandy loams (1 to 5 percent slopes), and Xerofluvents hardpan 

substratum (NRCS Web Soil Survey 2012). All of these soils occur on low terraces, are shallow to moderately 

deep, and are underlain by hardpans except for Cometa which is underlain by a dense clay pan. The average 

depth to hardpan or clay pan in these soils ranges from 18 inches to 40 inches. As stated previously, virtually 

all of these soils have been disked and/or plowed in the past and these lands were grazed in the past. As a 

result, the soils typically are not compacted and are well aerated. The disking and/or plowing has eliminated 

much of the natural micro-topography in many areas but has not resulted in significantly truncated or 

buried soil profiles.  

3.8.2.6 Project Site – Mineral Resources 

The project site has been classified as mineral resource zone (MRZ) 4 by the State of California Division of 

Mines and Geology pursuant to the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975 (City of Roseville 2010a). 

As discussed in more detail in Subsection 3.8.3 Regulatory Framework, below, this designation identifies 

areas where available information is inadequate to support assignment into any other MRZ category and 

“does not rule out either the presence or absence of significant mineral resources.” The Roseville General 

Plan acknowledges the presence of limited sand and gravel resources in the City, but no extraction activities 

are currently taking place, and none are foreseen (City of Roseville 2010a). 

3.8.2.7 Alternative Site – Topography, Geologic Conditions, and Mineral Resources 

The alternative site is located about 3 miles (4.8 kilometers) to the northeast of the project site. Topography of 

the alternative site is flat to gently rolling, with elevations ranging from about 110 to 140 feet (34 to 43 

meters) msl. Pleasant Grove Creek crosses the southeast corner of the alternative site. No mapped active 

faults are located on the site. The alternative site is underlain almost entirely by strata of the Turlock Lake 
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Formation. The Turlock Lake Formation is dominated by feldspar-rich gravels but contains sand and silt 

along the east side of the Sacramento Valley (Helley and Harwood 1985). The southeast corner is underlain 

by the Riverbank Formation upper member. The Riverbank Formation is identified by weathered reddish 

gravel, sand, and silt forming clearly recognizable alluvial terraces and fans (Helley and Harwood 1985).  

The soil mapping by the NRCS shows that the site is underlain by Alamo-Fiddyment Complex (0 to 

5 percent slopes), Cometa-Fiddyment complex (1 to 5 percent slopes), and Fiddyment-Kaseberg loams (2 to 

9 percent slopes). These are largely similar to soils on the project site and the physical properties and 

limitations for the majority of soils on the alternative site are described in Table 3.8-1. The alternative site is 

classified as MRZ-4 by the State of California Division of Mines and Geology. 

3.8.3 REGULATORY FRAMEWORK – APPLICABLE LAWS, REGULATIONS, 

PLANS, AND POLICIES 

3.8.3.1 Federal Laws, Regulations, Plans, and Policies  

Earthquake Hazards Reduction Act 

The Earthquake Hazards Reduction Act—enacted in 1977 and amended several times, most recently in 

2004—established the National Earthquake Hazards Reduction Program (NEHRP) as a means to address 

earthquake risks to life and property in the nation’s seismically active states, including but not limited to 

California. The Act charges NEHRP with the following specific activities. 

 Developing effective measures for earthquake hazards reduction.  

 Promoting the adoption of earthquake hazards reduction measures at federal, state, and local levels 

through a program of grants, contracts, cooperative agreements, and technical assistance; and 

through the development of standards, guidelines, and voluntary consensus codes for earthquake 

hazards reduction for buildings, structures, and lifelines. 

 Developing and maintaining a repository of information on seismic risk and hazards reduction.  

 Improving the understanding of earthquakes and their effects through interdisciplinary research 

that involves engineering; natural sciences; and social, economic, and decisions sciences; and  

 Developing, operating, and maintaining an Advanced National Seismic Research and Monitoring 

System. 

NEHRP is overseen by the Interagency Coordinating Committee on Earthquake Hazards Reduction, made of 

the directors of the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), the USGS, the National Science 

Foundation, the Office of Science and Technology Policy, and the Office of Management and Budget.  
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3.8.3.2 State Laws, Regulations, Plans, and Policies  

Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act 

The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act (California Public Resources Code Sec 2621 et seq.) charges 

the State of California with defining hazard corridors (Earthquake Fault Zones) along active faults, within 

which local jurisdictions must strictly regulate construction; in particular, the Act prohibits construction of 

structures intended for human occupancy (defined for purposes of the Act as more than 2,000 person-hours 

per year) across active faults. The Act establishes a legal definition for the term active, defines criteria for 

identifying active faults, and establishes a process for reviewing building proposals in and adjacent to 

defined Earthquake Fault Zones, to be implemented by the state’s local jurisdictions (cities and counties), 

who typically do so through the building permit review process. 

Under the Alquist-Priolo Act, a fault is considered active if one or more of its segments or strands shows 

evidence of surface displacement during Holocene time.2 Because of the Alquist-Priolo Act’s statewide 

purview, the Earthquake Fault Zone maps are a key tool for assessing surface fault rupture risks to projects 

of all types, even though the Act regulates only construction for human occupancy. 

Seismic Hazards Mapping Act 

The Seismic Hazards Mapping Act of 1990 (California Public Resources Code Sections 2690–2699.6) 

addresses secondary earthquake-related hazards, including liquefaction and seismically induced landslides. 

Like the Alquist-Priolo Act, the Seismic Hazards Mapping Act charges the state with mapping areas subject 

to hazards, and makes cities and counties responsible for regulating development for human occupancy 

within mapped Seismic Hazard Zones. In practice, as with the Alquist-Priolo Act, local jurisdiction building 

permit review serves as the primary mechanism for controlling public exposure to seismic risks, since cities 

and counties are prohibited from issuing development permits for sites within Seismic Hazard Zones until 

or unless appropriate site-specific geologic/geotechnical investigations have been carried out and measures 

to avoid or reduce damage have been incorporated into the development proposal. Like the Alquist-Priolo 

Earthquake Fault Zone Maps, the maps produced by the Seismic Hazards Mapping Program are useful as a 

first-order risk assessment tool for liquefaction and seismically induced landslide risks to projects of all 

types, although the Seismic Hazards Mapping Act, like the Alquist-Priolo Act, regulates only construction 

for human occupancy. 

California Building Standards Code 

The State of California’s minimum standards for structural design and construction are given in the 

California Building Standards Commission (CBSC) (CCR Title 24). The California Building Code (CBC) is 

based on the International Code Council’s International Building Code, which is used widely throughout the 

                                                        
2 Under the Alquist-Priolo Act, Holocene time is conservatively defined as referring to approximately the last 

11,000 years, although it is more commonly understood as including only the last 10,000 years. 
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United States (generally adopted on a state-by-state or district-by-district basis) and has been modified for 

California conditions with numerous, more detailed or more stringent regulations. The CBSC provides 

standards for various aspects of construction, including but not limited to 

 excavation, grading, and earthwork construction;  

 fills and embankments; 

 expansive soils, foundation investigations, and liquefaction potential; and  

 soil strength loss.  

Surface Mining and Reclamation Act 

The California Surface Mining and Reclamation Act (SMARA) of 1975 is the state’s primary mineral 

resources law. The stated purpose of the act is to provide a comprehensive surface mining and reclamation 

policy that will encourage the production and conservation of mineral resources while ensuring that adverse 

environmental effects of mining are prevented or minimized, that mined lands are reclaimed, and residual 

hazards to public health and safety are eliminated. SMARA requires the State Geologist to classify mineral 

resources in order to help identify and protect mineral resources in areas within the state subject to urban 

expansion. The State Geologist is charged with evaluating mineral resource potential and assigning one of 

three MRZ designations that reflect the known or inferred presence and significance of a given mineral 

resource: 

MRZ-1: areas where adequate information indicates that no significant mineral deposits are present, or 

where it is judged that little likelihood exists for their presence; 

MRZ-2: areas where adequate information indicates that significant mineral deposits are present, or 

where it is judged that a high likelihood for their presence exists; or 

MRZ-3: areas containing mineral deposits, the significance of which cannot be evaluated from available 

data. 

In practice, an additional category, MRZ-4, is used to designate areas for which available information is 

inadequate for assignment into any other MRZ. In addition, at least once every 10 years (following the 

completion of each decennial census) SMARA requires the state’s Office of Planning and Research to identify 

areas that are already urbanized, subject to urban expansion, or under other irreversible land uses that 

preclude mineral extraction. Under SMARA, permitting, oversight, and enforcement responsibility for 

mining operations (including mine reclamation) is assigned to the local jurisdiction level. 

3.8.3.3 Local Plans, Policies, and Ordinances 

City of Roseville Building Code 

Building codes are adopted at the local jurisdiction level and enforced through the local jurisdiction building 

permit process. The City of Roseville’s adopted building code is the current CBC. The City of Roseville 

considers administrative variances to allow deviations from its ordinances. Among other requirements, the 

application for a variance must demonstrate that special physical circumstances applicable to the property, 

including size, shape, topography, location or surroundings; and that approval of the variance would not be 
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materially detrimental to the public health, safety, or welfare, or injurious to the property or improvements 

in the project vicinity.  

City of Roseville Grading Ordinance 

The City’s Grading Ordinance (Roseville Municipal Code Chapter 16.20) requires a grading permit (Grading 

plan approval) for all grading except very minor operations that result in excavations and fills less than 2 feet 

deep and involve a total volume of less than 50 cubic yards, and those specifically exempted by the building 

code (trenching for utilities installation, well excavations, cemetery graves, etc.) For many types of grading, a 

grading plan must be submitted and approved before grading may proceed.  

City of Roseville General Plan 

Table 3.8-2 summarizes the current City General Plan goal, policies, and implementation measures relevant 

to geology, soils, and geologic hazards. 

No mineral extraction operations currently take place within the City, and none are planned during the 

lifespan of the current planning documents. Consequently, the City’s 2025 General Plan contains no policies 

relevant to mineral resources, but it does identify that if the City expands in the future, such policies may 

need to be added (City of Roseville 2010b).  

 

Table 3.8-2  

City General Plan Guidance for Geologic Hazards 
 

Goal 1: Minimize injury and property damage due to seismic activity and geologic hazards. 

Policy Implementation Measures 

1. Continue to monitor seismic activity in the region and 

take appropriate action if significant seismic hazards, 

including potentially active faults, are discovered in the 

planning area. 

 California Division of Mines and Geology [California 

Geological Survey] studies 

 City Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan 

2 Continue to mitigate the potential impacts of geologic 

hazards through building plan review. 

 California Building Code 

3. Minimize soil erosion and sedimentation by maintaining 

compatible land uses, suitable building designs, and 

appropriate construction techniques. 

 City development review process 

 City Grading and Erosion Control Ordinance 

 Specific Plans 

 Land use designations 

4. Comply with state seismic and building standards in the 

design and siting of critical facilities including police and 

fire stations, school facilities, hospitals, hazardous material 

manufacture and storage facilities, bridges, and large 

public assembly halls. 

 California Division of Mines and Geology [California 

Geological Survey] studies 

 California Building Code 

5. Create and adopt slope development standards prior to or 

as part of the planning process for any area identified as 

having significant slope. 

 City development review process 

 Specific Plans 

6. Require contour grading, where feasible, and revegetation 

to mitigate the appearance of engineered slopes and to 

control erosion. 

 City development review process 

 Grading and Erosion Control Ordinance 

    

Source: City of Roseville 2010b 
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3.8.4 SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS AND ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY 

3.8.4.1 Significance Thresholds 

Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations require an evaluation of the degree to which the 

Proposed Action could affect public health or safety as well as an evaluation of the effects of the Proposed 

Action on natural resources. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) has determined that the Proposed 

Action or its alternatives would result in significant effects related to geology, soils, and minerals if the 

Proposed Action or an alternative would 

 expose people or structures to increased risk from rupture of a known earthquake fault;  

 expose people or structures to increased risks related to strong seismic ground shaking, seismically 

induced ground failure, including liquefaction; 

 expose people or structures to increased risk of landslides or other slope failure; 

 be located on a geologic unit or soil (including expansive soils) that is unstable or that would become 

unstable as a result of the project and potentially result in an on-site or off-site landslide, lateral 

spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse; or 

 impede extraction of mineral resources that are of regional importance. 

3.8.4.2 Analysis Methodology 

Impacts of the Proposed Action and alternatives related to geology, geologic hazards, and mineral resources 

were evaluated qualitatively, based on professional judgment in consideration of the prevailing engineering 

geologic and geotechnical engineering standard of care. Analysis relied on information available from the 

published literature; no new fieldwork was determined to be necessary and was not conducted for this EIS. 

As discussed in the Affected Environment section above, neither the project site nor the Off-Site Alternative 

is within or traversed by any earthquake fault zone defined by the State of California pursuant to the 

Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act, and there is no evidence suggesting the presence of other active 

but currently unzoned faults within the sites. Therefore, neither the Proposed Action nor any of the 

alternatives (No Action Alternative, Alternatives 1 through 5, and the Off-Site Alternative) is expected to 

result in significant effects related to the exposure of structures and their occupants to surface fault rupture 

hazard. This issue is not analyzed further below, and the analysis is focused on effects related to seismic 

ground shaking, liquefaction, slope failure, and expansive soils.  
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3.8.5 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact GEO-1 Hazard associated with Seismic Ground-Shaking  

No Action Alt. The No Action Alternative would construct a moderate scale, mixed-use community on 

the project site comprising about 1,500 dwelling units and about 30 acres of commercial 

development. Because of its distance from major faults, Placer County is considered a 

comparatively low-severity earthquake zone. The maximum anticipated earthquake 

intensity on the project site would correspond to an intensity of VI or VII on the 

Modified Mercalli Scale (City of Roseville 2010a). Such an event would be sufficient to 

cause substantial damage in poorly designed or constructed structures, with a 

corresponding risk to personal life and safety. As discussed in Local Plans, Policies, and 

Ordinances, above, the City requires new construction to comply with the current CBC. 

Even though risks associated with seismic ground shaking cannot be entirely avoided in 

a seismically active area, implementation of the seismic design requirements of the CBC 

would manage these unavoidable risks consistent with the prevailing engineering 

standard of care and, therefore, the indirect effects associated with seismic ground 

shaking would be less than significant. Mitigation is not required. No direct effects 

would occur. 

Proposed Action The Proposed Action would construct a somewhat larger mixed-use community on the 

project site with about 2,000 dwelling units and about 43 acres of commercial 

development. The risk from seismic ground shaking to the residents and employees on 

the project site would be similar to that described above for the No Action Alternative 

and minimized by compliance with CBC seismic design requirements, which would be 

monitored by the City. Based on the significance criteria listed above and for the same 

reasons presented above for the No Action Alternative, the indirect effects associated 

with seismic ground shaking would be less than significant under the Proposed Action. 

Mitigation is not required. No direct effects would occur. 

Alts. 1 through 5 All of the on-site alternatives would construct a mixed-use development on the project 

site. Alternatives with reduced footprints and increased densities (Alternatives 1, 4, 

and 5) could require construction of slightly taller buildings. To the extent that the 

buildings are taller under an alternative, they may be more susceptible to damage from 

seismic ground shaking. However, the risk from seismic ground shaking for all five 

alternatives would be minimized by compliance with CBC seismic design requirements. 

Based on the significance criteria listed above and for the same reasons presented above 

for the No Action Alternative, the indirect effects associated with seismic ground 

shaking would be less than significant under all of the on-site alternatives. Mitigation is 

not required. No direct effects would occur. 
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Off-Site Alt. The Off-Site Alternative would construct a project broadly similar to the Proposed 

Action on the alternative site which is located approximately 3 miles (4.8 kilometers) to 

the northeast of the project site. In addition, the Off-Site Alternative would require the 

installation of off-site infrastructure consisting of water, recycled water and sewer lines 

and roadway improvements. The risk from seismic ground shaking for the Off-Site 

Alternative would be similar to that described above for the No Action Alternative and 

minimized by compliance with CBC seismic design requirements. Based on the 

significance criteria listed above and for the same reasons presented above for the No 

Action Alternative, the indirect effects associated with seismic ground shaking would be 

less than significant under the Off-Site Alternative. Mitigation is not required. No direct 

effects would occur. 

  

Impact GEO-2 Hazard associated with Liquefaction  

No Action Alt. Liquefaction typically occurs in well-sorted, saturated sandy materials, at depths of less 

than 50 feet (15 meters) below ground surface. Because of the project site’s geologic 

setting, there may be some potential for liquefaction in some portions of the site. 

However, as part of its building permit process, the City requires a site-specific 

geotechnical investigation for the development of the project site and the implementation 

of the recommendations of the geotechnical investigation during the design and 

construction of the proposed project (City of Roseville 2010a). The Applicant will comply 

with the City’s building permit process and complete a geotechnical investigation as part 

of the project which will ensure that areas susceptible to liquefaction are identified before 

any construction is undertaken on the site and facilities are appropriately designed and 

constructed to avoid damage due to liquefaction. Moreover, as discussed above, the City 

routinely requires compliance with the CBC, which includes provisions for foundation 

design in areas with liquefiable soils, as well as any additional recommendations 

identified by the site-specific geotechnical investigation. With building code compliance 

and adherence to recommendations of a site-specific geotechnical investigation prepared 

by licensed personnel as part of the No Action Alternative, risks associated with 

liquefaction and other types of seismically induced ground failure will be managed 

consistent with the prevailing engineering standard of care. This indirect effect is 

considered less than significant. Mitigation is not required. No direct effects would 

occur. 

Proposed 

Action, Alts. 1 

through 5 

The Proposed Action and all of the on-site alternatives would construct a mixed-use 

development on the project site that would be similar in scale or larger than the No 

Action Alternative. The risk from liquefaction would be similar to that described above 

for the No Action Alternative and minimized by compliance with the City’s 

requirements, which are part of the Proposed Action, including the CBC design 

requirements. Based on the significance criteria listed above and for the same reasons 
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presented above for the No Action Alternative, the indirect effects associated with 

liquefaction would be less than significant under the Proposed Action and all of the on-

site alternatives. Mitigation is not required. No direct effects would occur. 

Off-Site Alt. The Off-Site Alternative would construct a project broadly similar to the Proposed Action 

on the alternative site. In addition, the Off-Site Alternative would require the installation 

of off-site infrastructure consisting of water, recycled water and sewer lines and roadway 

improvements. The risk from liquefaction would be similar to that described above for 

the No Action Alternative and minimized by compliance with the City’s requirements, 

which are part of the project, including the CBC design requirements. Off-Site 

improvements which would be located in unincorporated Placer County would be 

subject to the Placer County building permit process which also requires compliance with 

the CBC. Based on the significance criteria listed above and for the same reasons 

presented above for the No Action Alternative, the indirect effects associated with 

liquefaction would be less than significant under the Off-Site Alternative. Mitigation is 

not required. No direct effects would occur. 

  

Impact GEO-3 Hazard associated with Slope Failure  

No Action Alt. Because of the project site’s gentle topography, development on the site is not expected to 

be subject to slope failure related to natural slopes. This includes both seismically induced 

and non-seismic landslides and slope failures. Because of the site’s distance from the 

Sierra Nevada and Coast Range foothills, development is also unlikely to be affected by 

landslide runout. 

The No Action Alternative will involve substantial grading activities, including the 

construction of cut slopes and fill embankments. Cut and fill slopes can become unstable 

if they are improperly designed or constructed. However, as identified above, via its 

building permit process, the City routinely requires compliance with the CBC, which 

includes provisions for the design and construction of cuts and fills, including limitations 

on the materials suitable for use as fill, specifications for fill compaction, and 

requirements for slope drainage. The City also requires the preparation of a site-specific 

geotechnical investigation, which may identify recommendations with respect to cut and 

fill slopes that would become binding on the project. With building code compliance and 

adherence to recommendations of a site-specific geotechnical investigation prepared by 

licensed personnel, the potential for slope instability or failure of cuts and fills would be 

reduced consistent with prevailing engineering practices, and this indirect effect would 

be less than significant. Mitigation is not required. No direct effects would occur. 



3.8 Geology, Soils, and Minerals 

Impact Sciences 3.8-15 Westbrook Draft EIS 

USACE #2005-00938  May 2013 

Proposed 

Action 

The Proposed Action would construct a moderate scale, mixed-use development on the 

project site. The risk of slope failure would be similar to that described above for the No 

Action Alternative and would be minimized by compliance with the City’s requirements, 

including the CBC design requirements and implementation of the recommendations of 

the site-specific geotechnical investigation as part of the project. Based on the significance 

criteria listed above and for the same reasons presented above for the No Action 

Alternative, the indirect effects associated with slope failure would be less than 

significant under the Proposed Action. Mitigation is not required. No direct effects 

would occur. 

Alts. 1 

through 5 

All of the on-site alternatives would construct a moderate scale, mixed-use development 

on the project site. The risk of slope failure would be similar to that described above for 

the No Action Alternative and minimized by compliance with the City’s requirements, 

including the CBC design requirements and implementation of the recommendations of 

the site-specific geotechnical investigation as part of the project. Based on the significance 

criteria listed above and for the same reasons presented above for the No Action 

Alternative, the indirect effects associated with slope failure would be less than 

significant under all of the on-site alternatives. Mitigation is not required. No direct 

effects would occur. 

Off-Site Alt. The Off-Site Alternative would construct a project broadly similar to the No Action 

Alternative on the alternative site, which like the project site is also generally flat and not 

susceptible to landslides and slope failure. The risk of slope failure would be similar to 

that described above for the No Action Alternative and minimized by compliance with 

the City’s requirements, including the CBC design requirements and implementation of 

the recommendations of the site-specific geotechnical investigation as part of the project. 

Based on the significance criteria listed above and for the same reasons presented above 

for the No Action Alternative, the indirect effects associated with slope failure would be 

less than significant under the Off-Site Alternative. Mitigation is not required. No direct 

effects would occur. 

  

Impact GEO-4 Potential Structural Damage due to Expansive Soils 

No Action Alt. Collapsible soils have not been identified on the project site, but, as shown in Table 3.8-1, 

some of the site soils are highly expansive. Expansive soils, which shrink and swell 

cyclically as they are wetted and dried by seasonal rains or irrigation, can result in 

substantial damage to improperly designed or constructed structures over time. 

However, as discussed above, the City routinely requires compliance with the CBC, 

which includes provisions for foundation design and construction in areas with 

expansive soils. Depending on site conditions and the nature of a project, a variety of 

approaches are possible, including overexcavation and replacement of native soils with 
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non-expansive fills, amendment and on-site use of native soils, and implementation of 

specialized foundation designs. As is standard City practice, the City will require the 

preparation of a site-specific geotechnical investigation as part of the project, which will 

identify appropriate foundation design recommendations consistent with the CBC and 

current geotechnical engineering practices. This indirect effect is considered less than 

significant. Mitigation is not required. No direct effects would occur. 

Proposed 

Action 

The Proposed Action would construct a moderate scale, mixed-use development on the 

project site. The risk from expansive soils would be similar to that described above for the 

No Action Alternative and minimized by compliance with the City’s requirements, 

including the CBC design requirements which are part of the project. The City will also 

require the preparation of a site-specific geotechnical investigation for the Proposed 

Action, which will identify appropriate foundation design recommendations consistent 

with the CBC and current geotechnical engineering practices. Based on the significance 

criteria listed above and for the same reasons presented above for the No Action 

Alternative, the indirect effects associated with expansive soils would be less than 

significant under the Proposed Action. Mitigation is not required. No direct effects 

would occur. 

Alts. 1 

through 5 

All of the on-site alternatives would construct a mixed-use development on the project 

site. The risk of expansive soils would be similar to that described above for the No 

Action Alternative and minimized by compliance with the City’s requirements, including 

the CBC design requirements. Based on the significance criteria listed above and for the 

same reasons presented above for the No Action Alternative, the indirect effects 

associated with expansive soils would be less than significant under all of the on-site 

alternatives. Mitigation is not required. No direct effects would occur. 

Off-Site Alt.  The Off-Site Alternative would construct a project broadly similar to the No Action 

Alternative on the alternative site. In addition, the Off-Site Alternative would require the 

installation of off-site infrastructure consisting of water, recycled water and sewer lines 

and roadway improvements. The risk of expansive soils would be similar to that 

described above for the No Action Alternative and minimized by compliance with the 

City’s requirements, including the CBC design requirements. Based on the significance 

criteria listed above and for the same reasons presented above for the No Action 

Alternative, the indirect effects associated with expansive soils would be less than 

significant under the Off-Site Alternative. Mitigation is not required. No direct effects 

would occur. 
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Impact GEO-5 Effect on Mineral Resources  

No Action Alt. As discussed in the Affected Environment section above, the project vicinity has been 

designated MRZ-4 by the State of California, meaning that available information is 

inadequate to demonstrate either the presence or the absence of significant mineral 

resources. The City identifies the presence of limited sand and gravel resources within the 

City’s Sphere of Influence but does not foresee extraction activities during the lifespan of 

the current General Plan (City of Roseville 2010a), and the area has not been identified as 

having either regional or statewide importance for mineral resources pursuant to 

SMARA. Consequently, although development of the site under the No Action 

Alternative would effectively preclude future mineral extraction activities on the site, the 

mineral resources on the site are not of regional or statewide importance. Moreover, 

development of the site is consistent with the City’s long-term land use planning vision 

whereas mineral resources extraction is not. This direct effect is considered less than 

significant. Mitigation is not required. No indirect effects would occur. 

Proposed 

Action, Alts. 1 

through 5 

The Proposed Action and all of the on-site alternatives would construct a mixed-use 

development on the project site. The effect on mineral resources would be similar. Based 

on the significance criteria listed above and for the same reasons presented above for the 

No Action Alternative, the direct effect related to the reduced availability of mineral 

resources of regional importance would be less than significant under the Proposed 

Action and all of the on-site alternatives. Mitigation is not required. No indirect effects 

would occur. 

Off-Site Alt. The Off-Site Alternative would construct a project broadly similar to the No Action 

Alternative on the alternative site. In addition, the Off-Site Alternative would require the 

installation of off-site infrastructure consisting of water, recycled water and sewer lines 

and roadway improvements. The effect on mineral resources would be similar. Based on 

the significance criteria listed above and for the same reasons presented above for the No 

Action Alternative, the direct effect related to the reduced availability of mineral 

resources of regional importance would be less than significant under the Off-Site 

Alternative. Mitigation is not required. No indirect effects would occur. 

  

3.8.6 RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS 

All of the indirect or direct effects would be less than significant. No residual significant effects were 

identified for the Proposed Action or any of the alternatives.  

3.8.7 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

All of the effects discussed above are site-specific and would not cumulate. Therefore, there would be no 

cumulative effects related to geology, soils, and minerals under the Proposed Action and all alternatives. 
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Table 3.8-1 

Overview of Project Site Soils  

 

Soil Unit Description Physical Properties Limitations 

Cometa-Fiddyment 

complex, 1 to 

5 percent slopes 

Shallow to moderately deep soils 

formed in alluvium derived from 

granite (Cometa) or sedimentary rock 

(Fiddyment). Approximately 35 

percent Cometa soil and 35 percent 

Fiddyment soil with the remaining 30 

percent made up of San Joaquin sandy 

loam, Kaseberg loam, Ramona sandy 

loam, and Alamo clay. Cometa soil 

consists of sandy loam to a depth of 18 

inches, with clay from 18 to 29 inches, 

and sandy loam to a depth of 60 inches. 

Fiddyment soil consists of loam and 

clay loam overlying duripan at a depth 

of about 28 inches.  

Very slow permeability, 

potentially slow runoff, 

slight erosion hazard; 

expansion potential ranges 

from low to high 

Shallow excavations: moderate to 

severe (clay content, shrink-swell, 

shallow depth to bedrock) 

Residences, small commercial 

buildings: severe (low strength, 

shrink-swell) 

Local roads and streets: severe 

(low strength, shrink-swell) 

Grassed waterways (erosion 

control): slow percolation, shallow 

depth to rock 

Cometa-Ramona 

sandy loams, 1 to 

5 percent slopes 

Deep soils formed in alluvium derived 

primarily from granitic sources. 

Approximately 50 percent Cometa soil 

and 30 percent Ramona soil with the 

remaining 20 percent made up of San 

Joaquin sandy loam, Fiddyment loam, 

and Alamo clay. Cometa soil consists 

of sandy loam to a depth of 18 inches, 

with clay from 18 to 29 inches, and 

sandy loam to a depth of 60 inches. 

Ramona soil consists of sandy loam, 

loam, sandy clay loam and gravelly 

sandy loam to a depth of 73 inches.  

Very slow to moderate 

permeability; potentially 

slow to medium runoff 

rate, slight erosion hazard; 

expansion potential ranges 

from low to high 

Shallow excavations: severe (clay 

content) 

Residences, small commercial 

buildings: severe (low strength, 

shrink-swell) 

Local roads and streets: severe 

(low strength, shrink-swell) 

Grassed waterways (erosion 

control): slow percolation 

Fiddyment-

Kaseberg loams, 2 to 

9 percent slopes 

Shallow soil formed in alluvium 

derived from sedimentary rock. 

Approximately 50 percent Fiddyment 

soil and 30 percent Kaseberg soil. 

Fiddyment soil consists of loam and 

clay loam overlying hardpan at an 

approximate depth of 28 inches. 

Kaseberg soil consists of loam 

overlying claypan at a depth of 16–17 

inches.  

Very slow to moderate 

permeability, potentially 

slow to medium runoff 

rate, slight to moderate 

erosion hazard; expansion 

potential ranges from low 

to high 

Shallow excavations: moderate to 

severe (shallow depth to bedrock, 

claypan) 

Residences, small commercial 

buildings: severe (shrink-swell, 

shallow depth to bedrock) 

Local roads and streets: severe 

(shrink-swell, low strength, 

claypan, shallow depth to 

bedrock) 

Grassed waterways (erosion 

control): shallow depth to bedrock 
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Soil Unit Description Physical Properties Limitations 

San Joaquin-Cometa 

sandy loams 1 to 

5 percent slopes 

Shallow to deep soil formed in 

alluvium derived from granitic 

sources. Approximately 40% San 

Joaquin soil, 30 percent Cometa soil, 

and 10 percent Fiddyment loam, with 

the remaining 20 percent made up of 

Kaseberg loam, Ramona sandy loam, 

Alamo clay, and Kilaga loam. San 

Joaquin soil consists of sandy loam and 

clay loam overlying claypan at a depth 

of 35 inches, which in turn overlies 

stratified loamy soils at a depth of 50 

inches. Depth to rock is about 60 

inches. Cometa soil consists of sandy 

loam overlying clay at a depth of 18 

inches, which in turn overlies sandy 

loam at a depth of 29 inches. Depth to 

rock is about 60 inches. 

Very slow permeability, 

potentially slow runoff, 

slight erosion hazard; 

expansion potential ranges 

from low to high 

Shallow excavations: severe (clay 

content, hardpan) 

Residences, small commercial 

buildings: severe (shrink-swell, 

low strength) 

Local roads and streets: severe 

(shrink-swell, low strength) 

Grassed waterways (erosion 

control): slow percolation, 

hardpan 

Xerofluvents, 

hardpan substratum 

Stratified loam and clay loam overlying 

hardpan at a depth of 40 inches. 

Associated with principal drainage 

courses.  

Moderately slow 

permeability, slow runoff, 

slight erosion hazard 

Shallow excavations: severe 

(flooding, wetness) 

Residences, small commercial 

buildings: severe (flooding, 

wetness) 

Local roads and streets: moderate 

(flooding, wetness) 

Grassed waterways (erosion 

control): hardpan 

    

Source: City of Roseville 2009, NRCS Web Soil Survey 2012 
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3.9 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

3.9.1 INTRODUCTION 

This section describes existing hazards and hazardous materials conditions at the project site and on 

surrounding properties, summarizes relevant regulations and policies, and analyzes the anticipated 

impacts of implementing the Proposed Action or any of the alternatives to the Proposed Action. 

Sources of information used in this analysis include: 

 Sierra Vista Specific Plan EIR prepared by the City of Roseville; 

 Westbrook Specific Plan Amendment Initial Study, prepared by the City of Roseville; 

 EMF Frequently Asked Questions, by Pacific Gas and Electric Company;  

 EMF Questions and Answers, by the National Institute of Environmental Health Sciences; and 

 Short Factsheet on EMF, by the California Department of Health Services (CDHS). 

A number of Phase I Environmental Site Assessments (ESA) were performed on the parcels that make up 

the project site prior to preparation of the Sierra Vista Specific Plan EIR and the Westbrook Specific Plan 

Amendment Initial Study. Information from those ESAs was also used in this section. 

3.9.2 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

For the purposes of this analysis, the term “hazards” refers to risk associated with exposure to hazardous 

materials, proximity to high-voltage transmission lines, exposure to electromagnetic fields, or exposure to 

recycled water. Potential hazards related to toxic air contaminants are discussed in Section 3.3, Air 

Quality.  

Hazardous material is defined in different ways, depending on different laws and regulations 

administered by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), the Occupational Safety and Health 

Administration (OSHA), the Department of Transportation (DOT), and the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory 

Commission (NRC). Each agency has its own definition of a “hazardous material.”  

USEPA and EPCRA (The Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act) reporting 

requirements use the terms “hazardous chemicals” and “extremely hazardous substances.” The term 

“hazardous chemical” refers to any chemical, element, chemical compound(s), or mixture(s) of elements 

and/or compounds with hazardous characteristics. Rather than developing a complete list of hazardous 

chemicals, the law defines five hazardous characteristics. These are: acute, chronic, fire, reactive and 

sudden release of pressure. If a chemical exhibits one or more of these characteristics, it is considered to 

be a hazardous chemical under this program. Similarly, if a formulation of several chemicals exhibits one 

or more of these characteristics, the formulation is a hazardous chemical.  

The California Health and Safety Code defines hazardous materials as 

 any material that, because of its quantity, concentration, or physical, chemical, or biological 

characteristics, poses a potential hazard to human health or safety, or to the environment. 
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Hazardous materials include, but are not limited to hazardous substances, hazardous wastes, and 

any material which a handler or the administering agency has a reasonable basis for believing 

that it would be injurious to the health and safety of persons or harmful to the environment if 

released into the workplace or the environment.  

Hazardous wastes are hazardous materials that no longer have practical use, such as substances that have 

been discarded, discharged, spilled, or contaminated, or are being stored prior to proper disposal. In 

California, hazardous waste is a discarded material that meets any of a list of criteria in the California 

Code of Regulations (CCR), including:  

 The waste exhibits the characteristics of hazardous wastes identified in CCR Title 22, Division 4.5, 

Chapter 11, Article 3. Such characteristics include whether the material is ignitable, corrosive, 

reactive, or toxic. 

 The waste is listed, contains a constituent that is listed, or is a mixture of hazardous waste that is 

listed in CCR Title 22, Division 4.5, Chapter 11.  

Hazardous materials may include products such as pesticides, petroleum products, solvents, chemical 

intermediates, and heavy metals. Hazardous waste may include spent, discarded, spilled, or 

contaminated products, or wastes from certain industrial processes, as well as a mixture (e.g., soil, water, 

carbon, construction debris, building materials) that exhibits the characteristics of hazardous wastes. 

California regulates hazardous waste management under CCR Title 22, Division 4.5.  

The need for and the level of remediation of soil or groundwater affected by hazardous materials at a site 

depend on specific site conditions, including planned site use, potential receptors, and exposure 

pathways. Cleanup requirements are typically evaluated on a case-by-case basis by the lead regulatory 

agency overseeing a site.  

Activities on the project site that could expose the public to hazardous materials or wastes during project 

development and operation include improper handling or use of hazardous materials during the course 

of business; failure of storage containment systems; fire, explosion, or other emergencies; unsound 

disposal or treatment methods; accidents during transport; or exposure to contaminated soil or 

groundwater (for example, during excavation and grading). 

3.9.2.1 Past and Current Conditions on the Project Site 

The project site consists primarily of rolling, open annual grassland areas, with a seasonal creek 

traversing the northwestern corner of the project site. Most of the land area is used for grazing livestock. 

The only built features on the project site are seven utility poles supporting power lines that cross the site 

in a north-south direction along the proposed alignment of Westbrook Boulevard.  

Hazardous Materials and Waste 

The site has been used primarily for grazing, which does not typically involve the use of pesticides, 

herbicides, or other potentially hazardous materials. Reviews of historic photographs of the site showed 

that the project area was historically undeveloped grassland and dry-farmed or grazing land. No 
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evidence was found of intense agricultural use or the presence of aboveground storage tanks or 

underground storage tanks (USTs), oil/water separators, or agricultural chemical mixing facilities. 

Current and previous potential sources of hazardous materials within the project site include debris from 

past uses or dumping on the site. 

Hazardous Materials Transportation 

Hazardous materials are routinely transported by truck and by rail in the project site vicinity. The 

California Vehicle Code and DOT regulations generally prohibit transportation of hazardous materials 

through residential neighborhoods, although local deliveries are allowed. These regulations also require 

that hazardous materials be transported via routes with the least overall travel time. The City of Roseville 

Public Works Department has designated truck routes for hazardous materials transport to provide 

access to light industrial and industrial facilities in the City. These routes include Blue Oaks Boulevard, 

west from State Route (SR) 65, and Baseline Road, west of Foothills Boulevard. Hazardous materials may 

also be transported on SR 65 and by the Union Pacific Railroad line, which is located approximately 

5 miles (8 kilometers) east of the project site.  

3.9.2.2 Alternative Site 

The alternative site is located approximately 3 miles (4.8 kilometers) to the northeast of the project site in 

unincorporated Placer County. The majority of the site is outside of the 1-mile (1.6 kilometer) County-

defined Western Regional Landfill buffer area and is located west of light industrial uses along Industrial 

Avenue. This site had previously been proposed for development, but the previously proposed project 

has been on hold since early 2008 and is no longer being pursued, as discussed in Section 2.0. For the 

purposes of this analysis, it is assumed that the site would be annexed into the City of Roseville prior to 

development.  

The site consists mainly of open land. A peaking power plant owned by Roseville Electric, which is run 

when there is high demand for electricity, is located near the southeast corner of the alternative site. A 

high-tension electrical transmission line passes in a northwest-southeast direction across the site near the 

peaking power plant. Based on its current uses, conditions are likely to be broadly similar to those of the 

project site. Review of aerial photographs shows that the peaking plant has been present and the 

remainder of the alternative site has been vacant or used for grazing for at least 20 years. A governmental 

database search indicated that there are no known hazardous materials sites on the alternative site 

(EDR 2012).  

3.9.3 REGULATORY FRAMEWORK – APPLICABLE LAWS, REGULATIONS, 

PLANS, AND POLICIES 

Numerous federal, state, and local laws and regulations control the generation, storage, handling, 

transportation, and disposal of hazardous materials and hazardous wastes, as well as site remediation 

and brownfield development. Those with particular application to the Proposed Action and the 

alternatives are detailed below. 



 3.9 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Impact Sciences, Inc. 3.9-4 Westbrook Draft EIS 

USACE #200500938  May 2013 

3.9.3.1 Federal Laws, Regulations, Plans, and Policies  

Generally administered by the USEPA, federal statutes and regulations both set forth federal 

responsibilities for dealing with hazardous materials and, where appropriate, authorize the USEPA to 

delegate responsibility to state agencies. The Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) 

and the DOT also regulate handling and transport of hazardous materials and hazardous waste. 

Applicable federal regulations are contained primarily in Titles 10, 29, 40 and 49 of the code of Federal 

Regulations (CFR). CFR Title 40 addresses emergency planning and notification, hazardous material 

management plans, soil and water pollution remediation and reporting, and community right-to-know 

reporting. Any investigation or cleanup of soil contamination required on the project site or the Off-Site 

Alternative site would be subject to the standards set forth in Title 40. 

Toxic Substances Control Act of 1976  

The Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) (15 USC Sections 2601–2692) authorizes the USEPA to require 

chemical manufacturers to provide data about their products’ effects on human health and on the 

environment (Sections 2603–2604). TSCA further authorizes the USEPA to regulate their production and 

use to reduce health or environmental risks (Sections 2604–2605). TSCA also sets forth regulations for 

lead-based paint abatement, including authorizing regulations for building renovation or demolition to 

reduce lead exposure (Sections 2682–2688). In addition, TSCA banned the manufacture, processing, 

distribution, and use of polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs). PCBs are toxic, carcinogenic, and can cause 

effects on the immune, reproductive, nervous, and endocrine systems of humans and animals. The 

USEPA Region 9 PCB Program regulates remediation of PCBs in several states, including California. 

Under Title 40 CFR, Section 761.30(a)(1)(vi)(A), all owners of electrical transformers containing PCBs 

must register them with the USEPA. Transformers and other items manufactured before July 1, 1978 

containing PCBs must be marked by the owner with a warning notice that the equipment contains PCBs. 

Specified electrical equipment manufactured between July 1, 1978, and July 1, 1998, that does not contain 

PCBs must be marked by the manufacturer with the statement “No PCBs.” 

Solid Waste Disposal Act and Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976  

The Solid Waste Disposal Act (SWDA) (42 USC Sections 6901–6992(k)), which includes as a subsection the 

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) (42 USC sections 6921–6939(e)), creates a “cradle-to-

grave” (from manufacture to disposal) regulatory system for hazardous wastes, and delegates substantial 

authority to the states for waste management under USEPA supervision. RCRA requires the USEPA to 

adopt criteria for identifying hazardous wastes, to formulate a list of designated hazardous wastes, and to 

set forth standards for facilities that handle them. 
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Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act of 1980, as 

amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986  

The Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) (42 USC 

sections 9601–9675), which was later amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act 

of 1986 (SARA), sets forth regulations for cleanup of hazardous substances after improper disposal; 

identifies federal response authority; and outlines responsibilities and liabilities of potentially responsible 

parties, who are past/present owners or operators of the site, a person who arranged disposal of 

hazardous substances at a site, or a person who transported hazardous substances to a site they selected 

for disposal. CERCLA also specifies where Superfund money can be used for site cleanup. Notably, 

CERCLA cross-references other statutes for hazardous material definition, but permits the USEPA to add 

materials as their hazardous properties become known. 

Hazardous Materials Transportation Regulations 

Under RCRA, the USEPA regulates the generation, transportation, treatment, storage, and disposal of 

hazardous wastes. The Federal Emergency Planning and Community Right to Know Act of 1986 (U.S. 

Code Title 42, Chapter 116) imposes hazardous materials planning requirements to help protect local 

communities in the event of accidental release of hazardous substances, including releases that may occur 

during transportation of such materials. The USEPA has delegated RCRA authority to the State of 

California. This authority is administered by the California Department of Toxic Substances Control 

(DTSC). Transportation of certain hazardous wastes or materials along any local or state roadway or rail 

line is subject to both the transportation safety requirements established in RCRA and the DOT 

hazardous materials transportation regulations. The DOT Federal Railroad Administration enforces 

hazardous materials transport regulations, which include requirements that railroads and other 

transporters of hazardous materials, including shippers, create and adhere to security plans and provide 

safety and security training to employees involved in handling or transporting hazardous materials. 

3.9.3.2 State Laws, Regulations, Plans, and Policies 

The DTSC and the Regional Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCB) administer most of California’s 

hazardous waste regulations. The principal California regulations for hazardous materials are in the 

Government Code: the California Emergency Services Act (California Government Code Sections 8574.1–

8574.23), Oil Spill Response and Contingency Planning (Sections 8670.1–8670.73), and the Elder California 

Pipeline Safety Act of 1981 (Sections 51010–51019.1), as well as in numerous provisions in the Health and 

Safety Code, such as the Hazardous Waste Control Act (Health and Safety Code Sections 25100–

25250.28), the Safe Drinking Water and Toxic Enforcement Act of 1986 (Sections 25249.5–25249.13), 

Government Code Section 65962.5 (Cortese List), the California Land Use and Revitalization Act of 2004 

(Sections 25395.6–25395.109), the California Land Environmental Restoration and Reuse Act (Sections 

25401–25402.3), the Unified Hazardous Waste and Hazardous Materials Management Regulatory 

Program (Sections 25404–25404.9), Asbestos and Hazardous Substance Removal Contracts (Sections 

25914–25914.3), Asbestos Notification (Sections 25915–25919.7), and Hazardous Materials Release 

Response Plans and Inventory (Sections 25500–25546.5). The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act 
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(Water Code Sections 13000–13953.4) addresses hazardous material discharge into water bodies and 

groundwater. The following statutes would apply to the Proposed Action and the alternatives: 

Hazardous Waste Control Act 

The California Hazardous Waste Control Act (HWCA) is the primary state law that regulates hazardous 

waste and hazardous waste disposal facilities, and is administered by the DTSC. Like the federal RCRA, 

the HWCA regulates transportation and disposal of hazardous wastes, sets forth hazardous waste facility 

standards and directs administrative and enforcement procedures. It also lists and categorizes specific 

hazardous wastes.  

Safe Drinking Water and Toxic Enforcement Act of 1986 (Proposition 65) 

The Safe Drinking Water and Toxic Enforcement Act, commonly referred to by its ballot measure, 

Proposition 65, prohibits businesses from discharging known carcinogens or reproductive toxins into 

sources of drinking water, and requires businesses (such as grocery stores) to warn persons about 

possible exposure on the business premises to such carcinogens or toxins. 

Unified Hazardous Waste and Hazardous Materials Management Regulatory Program 

The Unified Hazardous Waste and Hazardous Materials Management Regulatory Program, enacted in 

1993, enabled a statewide program to consolidate the numerous hazardous waste and materials programs 

then in existence. It assigns lead responsibility to the California Environmental Protection Agency 

(Cal/EPA) to certify subsidiary public agencies to administer the program’s regulations (Certified Unified 

Program Agencies [CUPAs]), and enables participating agencies (PAs) to enforce one or more program 

elements. Notably, the Program requires Cal/EPA to establish a statewide database and geographic 

information system to collect and make public the data that CUPAs and PAs obtain. Implementing 

regulations are at 27 CCR Sections 15100–15620. The Roseville Fire Department is the CUPA for the City 

of Roseville; Placer County's Environmental Health Division is the designated CUPA for unincorporated 

County areas.  

Hazardous Materials Release Response Plans and Inventory 

The Hazardous Materials Release Response Plans and Inventory requires local governments and 

businesses to adopt plans to respond to releases of hazardous materials and to develop risk management 

and prevention programs to minimize risks from accidental releases of acutely hazardous materials. 

Minimum requirements for such plans are in the California Code of Regulations at Title 19, Sections 

2720–2732.  
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Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act 

The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act regulates water quality within the state and implements 

the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, including the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 

(NPDES) (see discussions under Section 3.10, Hydrology and Water Quality). The Regional Water 

Quality Control Boards exercise primary enforcement authority for waste discharges affecting water 

quality, including drafting regional water quality plans and issuing permits and cleanup and abatement 

orders. The boards may also seek judicial relief, including both civil and criminal penalties, against 

unlawful waste dischargers. 

Hazardous Materials Transportation Regulations 

Transport of hazardous materials is administered by the California Department of Transportation 

(Caltrans) and enforced by the California Highway Patrol (CHP). These agencies have established 

regulations on container types used and license hazardous waste haulers for transportation of hazardous 

waste on public roads. Hazardous waste transporters must be registered with the DTSC. Hazardous 

waste transporters must comply with CHP regulations and California State Fire Marshal regulations, as 

well as federal DOT regulations. In addition, hazardous waste transporters must comply with Division 

20, Chapter 6.5, Article 6 and 13 of the California Health and Safety Code and Title 22, Division 4.5, 

Chapter 13, of the California Code of Regulations, which are administered by the DTSC. 

California Education Code 

The California Education Code (Section 17210 et seq.) outlines the requirements for location of school 

facilities near or on suspected hazardous materials sites, near facilities that emit hazardous air emissions, 

or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste. The Code requires that an 

environmental site investigation be completed to determine whether there are health and safety risks 

associated with a potential new school site prior to commencing the acquisition of the property. All 

proposed school sites that will receive state funding for acquisition or construction must go through a 

comprehensive investigation and cleanup process (if necessary) under DTSC oversight. The DTSC is 

responsible for assessment, investigation, and remediation of proposed school sites. Among other 

requirements, school districts must contract for the preparation of a Phase I Environmental Impact 

Assessment prior to acquiring a school site or engaging in a construction project and the Phase I 

Environmental Impact Assessment must be reviewed by the DTSC according to established guidelines.  

Recycled Water Use Regulations 

Wastewater treatment plant effluent that has received treatment that meets certain state requirements 

may be recycled and used for direct non-potable uses such as landscape irrigation or industrial cooling. 

Treatment requirements are set forth in CCR Title 22, Section 60301 et seq. Section 60301.230 specifies the 

requirements for recycled water. DHS considers properly filtered and disinfected water meeting its water 

quality standards to be essentially pathogen-free and adequately protective of public health. Water 

meeting these standards may be used for unrestricted use, including but not limited to body contact for 

recreation (swimming), irrigation of food crops, and irrigation of parks, play grounds, and school yards.  
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Prior to allowing the use of recycled water for irrigation on the project site, the City would be required to 

prepare an Engineering Report in accordance with Title 22 of the CCR. The report must be submitted to 

and reviewed by DHS. DHS also requires that recycled water must be conveyed in a separate distribution 

system isolated from the potable water supply. Areas where recycled water is used for irrigation must be 

maintained by professional landscape maintenance contractors and local agency maintenance staff. The 

City of Roseville would be required to implement a cross-connection control program to ensure that 

potable water lines are not accidentally connected to the recycled water system and would also be 

required to implement a public education program (including signage) to notify the public of the use and 

location of non-potable water application. Section 60301 of the regulations establishes specific use area 

requirements that address separation of application areas from domestic supply wells and runoff control. 

3.9.3.3 Local Plans, Policies, and Ordinances 

Roseville Municipal Code 

Chapter 9.60 of the Roseville Municipal Code establishes City regulations for the identification and 

disclosure of hazardous materials use and management in the City. The Code requires any person who 

uses or handles a hazardous material to submit a disclosure form annually to the fire chief. The fire 

department also works with the Placer County Department of Environmental Health in matters 

regarding hazardous materials management.  

Hazardous Materials Emergency Response Plan 

The Roseville Fire Department has developed a Hazardous Materials Emergency Response Plan that 

addresses organizational and operation responsibilities in the event of a hazardous materials emergency, 

including clean up and decontamination procedures. The fire department can also request mutual aid 

services from the Placer County, City of Sacramento, and Sacramento Metropolitan Fire District 

Hazardous Materials Response Teams in the event of a large-scale incident. The fire department also 

provides assistance to the CHP, Office of Emergency Services, and other responding agencies when 

requested in case of a hazardous materials spill on SR 65 or Interstate 80. The fire department updates its 

Emergency Response Plan every three years. The plan is an extension of the City’s Multi-Hazard 

Functional Plan and follows nationally adopted Incident Command System guidelines. 

Roseville General Plan 

Table 3.9-1, General Plan Safety Element Policies, summarizes the current City General Plan goals, 

policies, and implementation measures relevant to hazards and hazardous materials. 
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Table 3.9-1 

General Plan Safety Element Policies 

 

Hazardous Material Goal: Protect the community’s health, safety, natural resources, and property through regulation of use, 

storage, transport, and disposal of hazardous materials. 

Policy Implementation Measures 

1. Require the disclosure of the use and storage of hazardous 

materials in existing and proposed industrial and 

commercial activities and siting of hazardous waste 

disposal facilities in accordance with Placer County 

guidelines and state law. 

 Hazardous Materials Listing 

 Development Review Process 

 Hazardous Waste Management Plan 

2. Work with Placer County and other public agencies to 

inform consumers about household use and disposal of 

hazardous materials. 

 Inter-governmental Coordination 

 Hazardous Waste Pickup 

 Hazardous Materials Data Base 

3. Cooperate fully with both public and private agencies, as 

defined in the City of Roseville Hazardous Materials 

Emergency Response Plan in the event of a hazardous 

materials emergency. 

 Interagency Cooperation 

4. Develop a hazardous materials truck route through the 

City of Roseville and limit pickup and delivery of 

hazardous materials during peak traffic hours. 

 Hazardous Materials Truck Route 

Electro-magnetic Fields Goal: Protect the community’s health, safety, natural resources, and property through regulation of use, 

storage, transport, and disposal of hazardous materials. 

1. Ensure implementation of the Electric Department’s policy 

of “prudent action” with respect to EMF issues. 

 EMF Plan 

2. Limit public use within electrical power line easements to 

parking and low-density recreational activities such as 

undeveloped nature areas, bicycle, or jogging paths. 

 Development Review Process 

 Specific Plans 

    

Source: City of Roseville 2010b 

 

3.9.3.4 Agency Databases 

The USEPA maintains two databases: the National Priorities List (NPL) and the Comprehensive 

Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Information System (CERCLIS) list. The NPL is 

the list of sites identified by the USEPA for priority cleanup under the Superfund Program. The CERCLIS 

list is a list of sites that are or have been investigated by the USEPA for a release or threatened release of 

hazardous substances. None of the parcels that make up the project site or the Off-Site Alternative site are 

on the NPL or CERCLIS list.  

Under RCRA, the USEPA maintains a list of facilities that generate, store, transport, treat, or dispose of 

hazardous wastes. None of the parcels that make up the project site or the Off-Site Alternative site are on 

the RCRA list.  

The State of California maintains several databases of sites having hazardous materials storage, 

generation, disposal, or contamination. As part of the Phase I Environmental Impact Assessments 

performed on the project site parcels, available federal, state, and local agency databases were reviewed 
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to identify the presence of any government-regulated properties, either on or adjacent to the project site, 

that could potentially result in hazardous on-site conditions. The review included the databases of the 

DTSC, California State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB), and the California Office of 

Environmental Protection. Neither the project site nor the Off-Site Alternative site is included on any state 

databases.  

Placer County maintains a database of hazardous waste generators in the County. The project site and the 

Off-Site Alternative site are not included on this database.  

3.9.4 SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS AND ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY 

3.9.4.1 Significance Thresholds 

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) does not specify significance thresholds that may be used 

to evaluate the effects of a proposed action on hazards and hazardous materials. However, Council on 

Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations require an evaluation of the degree to which the proposed 

action could affect public health or safety. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) has determined 

that the Proposed Action or its alternatives would result in significant effects related to hazards and 

hazardous materials if the Proposed Action or an alternative would 

 result in exposure of construction workers or the public to contaminated soil or groundwater; 

 create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or 

disposal of hazardous materials or through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions 

involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment; or 

 expose people to a public safety hazard.  

3.9.4.2 Analysis Methodology 

Impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials were evaluated qualitatively, based on the general 

types of hazardous materials and techniques that are likely to be used during construction and operation 

of the Proposed Action and alternatives. The analysis in this section focuses on the use, generation, 

disposal, transport, risk of upset, or management of hazardous or potentially hazardous materials on the 

project site; and the potential risks associated with use of recycled water for landscape irrigation. The 

analysis assumes that the construction and operation of development under the Proposed Action or the 

alternatives would comply with all applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulations, including the 

General Plan policies and implementation measures described in Subsection 3.9.3 above. 

3.9.5 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact HAZ-1 Exposure to soil or groundwater contamination from past uses 

No Action 

Alt. 

As discussed in the Affected Environment section above, no known soil or groundwater 

contamination was identified on the site during site investigations. Nevertheless, 

construction of the No Action Alternative on the project site could encounter 

contaminated soil and groundwater due to past agricultural activities which would be a 

hazard to construction workers and could result in significant direct and indirect effects 
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related to exposure to contaminated soil or groundwater. Mitigation is proposed which 

would reduce these direct and indirect effects to less than significant. In addition, 

adherence to California Education Code requirements, which is required by law, and 

would be part of the No-Action Alternative, would ensure that the development of the 

proposed school site would not expose children and teachers to risks associated with 

contaminated sites. This indirect effect is considered less than significant. No mitigation 

is required. 

In general, there is a low potential for soil-disturbing activities to expose workers to 

contaminated debris or soil or to release hazardous substances during ground-disturbing 

activities. No structures are present within the project site and it is assumed that 

grassland and dry farmed sites were treated with little or no agricultural chemicals. 

However, grading and excavation, for example, could generate airborne dust, resulting 

in aerial distribution of contamination. Soil containing elevated levels of contaminants, if 

left unmanaged, could create health risks to project occupants, although the risk appears 

low based on available information. Based on this information, construction of the No 

Action Alternative could result in significant direct and indirect effects related to 

exposure to contaminated soil or groundwater.  

Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 would require the Applicant to implement measures to 

reduce the risk of exposure to site contamination, including soil and groundwater testing 

where appropriate, and remediation if necessary. This measure is the same as WMM 

4.9-2 in the Sierra Vista Specific Plan EIR (which is adapted from Mitigation Measure 

4.9-2 in the certified West Roseville Specific Plan EIR) and was adopted by the City of 

Roseville at the time of project approval. The USACE assumes that the City of Roseville 

would impose the same mitigation measure on the No Action Alternative to address this 

effect. By ensuring that potentially hazardous site conditions are identified and 

appropriately managed in accordance with regulations adopted prior to development, 

the Sierra Vista Specific Plan EIR determined that this mitigation measure would reduce 

the effect to less than significant (City of Roseville 2010a). The USACE also finds that this 

would be reduced to a less than significant direct and indirect effect.  

The California Education Code requires site-specific information for school site 

development, including approval from DTSC that the proposed school sites are free of 

contaminants that would pose a risk to students and faculty. An elementary school site 

has been designated in the land use plan for the No Action Alternative. Center Joint 

Unified School District would be required under the California Education Code to 

complete the necessary assessments to ensure that development of the proposed school 

site would not expose children and teachers to risks associated with contaminated sites. 

This is considered a less than significant indirect effect. No mitigation is required. 
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Proposed 

Action, Alts. 

1 through 5 

The Proposed Action and Alternatives 1 through 5 would construct a moderate-scale, 

mixed-use development on the project site similar to the No Action Alternative. Since 

soil and groundwater conditions would be similar for all on-site alternatives, there is a 

potential for significant direct and indirect effects related to these conditions to occur 

based on the significance criteria listed above and for the same reasons presented above 

for the No Action Alternative.  

Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 would address these effects. As noted above, this measure is 

the same as WMM 4.9-2 in the Sierra Vista Specific Plan EIR and is a part of the Proposed 

Action. The USACE assumes that the City of Roseville would impose the same 

mitigation measure on the on-site alternatives to address this effect. By ensuring that 

potentially hazardous site conditions are identified and appropriately managed in 

accordance with regulations prior to land development, this mitigation measure would 

reduce the effect to less than significant. The USACE finds that this direct and indirect 

effect would be reduced to less than significant. 

Off-Site Alt. As discussed above, no site-specific information has been obtained regarding soil and 

groundwater conditions at the Off-Site Alternative site. Based on observations of low 

intensity farming practices (i.e., grazing), there is a low potential for significant effects 

related to soil or groundwater contamination at the alternative site and according to a 

database search there are no hazardous materials sites present on the alternative site. 

However, construction of the Off-Site Alternative could encounter contaminated soil and 

groundwater due to past agricultural activities which would be a hazard to construction 

workers and there is a potential for significant direct and indirect effects related to these 

conditions to occur based on the significance criteria listed above and for the same 

reasons presented above for the on-site alternatives.  

If soil or groundwater contamination is encountered, Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 would 

address this effect. The USACE assumes that the City of Roseville would impose the 

same mitigation measure on the Off-Site Alternative. The USACE finds that the measure 

would reduce the direct and indirect effect to less than significant.  

Mitigation Measure HAZ-1: Soil and Groundwater Contamination  

(Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

Prior to site development in the Sierra Vista Specific Plan (SVSP), recommended testing and remediation, if needed 

shall occur. Groundwater wells shall be properly closed. 

If evidence of soil contamination, septic tanks, or other underground storage tanks are encountered in previously 

unidentified locations in the SVSP area, work shall cease until the area can be tested, and if necessary remediated 

and/or properly removed or closed. Remediation activities could include removal of contaminated soil and/or on-site 

treatment. As part of the process, the City shall ensure that any necessary investigation and/or remediation 

activities are coordinated with the Roseville Fire Department, Placer County Division of Environmental Health, 
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and if needed, other appropriate federal, state, and local agencies. Once a site is remediated, construction can 

continue. 

  

Impact HAZ-2 Hazards from Accidental Release of Hazardous Materials or 

Wastes 

No Action 

Alt. 

Hazards from the accidental release of hazardous materials or wastes during 

construction and operation of the No Action Alternative, including the operation of a 

groundwater well and the transportation of hazardous materials, would result in less 

than significant direct and indirect effects. Mitigation is not required. 

Construction 

Construction typically involves the use of hazardous materials such as petroleum 

products, coatings (paint), and cleaning chemicals, and may generate hazardous wastes 

through use of such materials. Construction workers could be exposed to hazardous 

materials through improper handling or use of hazardous materials or hazardous wastes 

during construction or operation of the project, particularly by untrained personnel; 

transportation accidents; unsound disposal methods; or fire, explosion, or other 

emergencies. As part of the project, construction activities on-site under the No Action 

Alternative would be required to comply with federal and state hazardous materials 

regulations and worker safety regulations, discussed in Subsection 3.9.3 above, 

regarding handling of and exposure to hazardous substances. These regulations must be 

implemented by employers and businesses and are enforced by the state (Cal OSHA for 

workplace safety and DTSC for hazardous materials and waste). In addition, all 

construction projects involving 1 acre (0.4 hectare) or more of ground disturbance would 

be subject to NPDES requirements of developing and implementing a Storm Water 

Pollution and Prevention Plan to prevent construction pollutants from contacting storm 

water and entering into storm sewer systems and other jurisdictional waters. Effective 

July 1, 2010, all dischargers must obtain coverage under the Construction General Permit 

Order 2009-0009-DWQ adopted on September 2, 2009, which is substantially more 

stringent than previous requirements. Compliance with federal regulations, which is part 

of the project, would reduce the risk to human health and the environment from the 

routine use of hazardous substances during construction, and the direct effects would be 

less than significant. Mitigation is not required. 

Project Operation 

Once the project site is developed, residential and commercial uses would involve use 

and storage of hazardous materials. These materials would likely include household 

products such as cleaning agents, solvent, paint, oils, pesticides, etc. These products are 

commercially available for public use and are typically sold with warning labels and 

use/storage recommendations from the manufacturers. These materials are typically 
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used or stored in residences in small quantities. Such uses of hazardous materials do not 

generate hazardous air emissions and rarely, if ever, involve the use of acutely 

hazardous materials that could pose a significant threat to the environment or human 

health. 

Building maintenance operations as well as businesses such as auto repair, gas stations, 

and medical offices that may be developed on the project site would also generate 

hazardous wastes. Commercial use and storage of hazardous materials and disposal of 

hazardous wastes would be subject to federal, state, and local regulations. As discussed 

in Subsection 3.9.3 above, hazardous materials regulations have been established at the 

state level to ensure compliance with federal regulations to reduce the risk to human 

health and the environment from the routine handling, use, and storage of hazardous 

substances. These regulations must be implemented by employers and businesses and 

are enforced by the state (Cal OSHA in the workplace or DTSC for hazardous waste) and 

local jurisdictions (Roseville Fire Department).  

The fire department is the local agency responsible for implementation of the Unified 

Hazardous Waste and Hazardous Materials Management Regulatory Program. 

Compliance with the Unified Program would reduce the potential for accidental release 

of hazardous materials during occupancy of the project site and would avoid or reduce 

adverse effects associated with such use. The Unified Program is intended to ensure that 

regulated activities (businesses) within the project site are managed in accordance with 

applicable regulations, including the Hazardous Materials Release Response Plans and 

Inventories (Business Plan), the California Accidental Release Prevention (CalARP) 

Program, and the California Fire Code. Compliance with these regulations, which is part 

of the project, would avoid significant effects associated with chemical use and storage 

and this indirect effect would be less than significant. Mitigation is not required. 

Groundwater Wells 

There are no known existing groundwater wells on the site. The proposed groundwater 

well would include wellhead chlorination and fluoridation. Operation of the 

groundwater well could include 25 gallons a day of commercial strength bleach 

(12.5 percent), or 200 gallons a week. Deliveries would be weekly. Well tanks would be 

sized to hold up to 400 gallons. All chemicals would be stored inside buildings with 

appropriate containment. Well operation, including chlorination chemical use, storage, 

and transport, would be subject to applicable federal regulations as described above. 

Compliance with these regulations, which is part of the project, would avoid significant 

effects associated with chemical use and storage at the on-site well and this indirect 

effect would be less than significant. Mitigation is not required. 

Hazardous Materials Transportation 

Construction and operation of development under the No Action Alternative would 
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involve transport of hazardous materials, potentially including large quantities of 

construction and maintenance supplies containing hazardous materials. All transport 

would be required to comply with federal and state regulations, as administered by 

Caltrans and enforced by the CHP. Implementation of the transportation regulations in 

Title 49 CFR would reduce the potential for accidental release during construction or 

occupancy by transporters delivering hazardous materials to the project site or picking 

up hazardous waste. Compliance with applicable regulations, which is part of the 

project, would reduce or avoid the risk of significant effects related to transport of 

hazardous materials and this direct and indirect effect would be less than significant. 

Mitigation is not required. 

Proposed 

Action, Alts. 

1 through 5 

The Proposed Action and Alternatives 1 through 5 would construct a moderate-scale 

mixed-use development on the project site similar to the No Action Alternative. The risk 

of significant effects from use, storage, and transport of hazardous materials and 

generation of hazardous wastes would be similar to those described above for the No 

Action Alternative and would be minimized by compliance with applicable regulations, 

which is part of the project. Based on the significance criteria listed above and for the 

same reasons presented above for the No Action Alternative, the direct and indirect 

effects associated with the use, storage, and transport of hazardous materials and 

generation of hazardous wastes would be less than significant under the Proposed 

Action and the on-site alternatives. Mitigation is not required. 

Off-Site Alt. The Off-Site Alternative would construct a project broadly similar to the No Action 

Alternative at the alternative site. The risk of significant effects from use, storage, and 

transport of hazardous materials and generation of hazardous wastes would be similar 

to the No Action Alternative and would be minimized by compliance with applicable 

regulations, which is part of the project. The Western Regional Landfill is located 

approximately 1 mile (1.6 kilometers) to the northwest of the alternative site. Most 

development planned under the Off-Site Alternative would be located at least a mile 

from the landfill. The only exception is a commercial area located along the northwestern 

boundary of the alternative site that would be approximately 0.75 mile from the landfill 

at the nearest point. However, no residential uses or schools, which are considered 

sensitive land uses, would be located within this area. In addition, an open space buffer 

is planned along the eastern boundary of the alternative site to buffer sensitive land uses 

on the alternative site from industrial uses located in the Sunset Industrial area to the 

east. Similarly, an open space buffer is also planned on the alternative site around the 

peaking plant to buffer sensitive uses on the alternative site from the peaking plant. 

Based on the significance criteria listed above and for the same reasons presented above 

for the No Action Alternative, the direct and indirect effects associated with the use, 

storage, and transport of hazardous materials and generation of hazardous wastes would 

be less than significant under the Off-Site Alternative. Mitigation is not required. 
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Impact HAZ-3 Risk related to Use of Recycled Water  

No Action 

Alt., 

Proposed 

Action, Alts. 

1 through 5 

The use of recycled water on the project site under the Proposed Action and any of the 

on-site alternatives would not result in any conditions that would unduly expose future 

occupants to human health risks, and no significant effects related to the use of recycled 

water on the project site is anticipated. This indirect effect is considered less than 

significant. Mitigation is not required. No direct effect would occur. 

The use of recycled water on the project site would not result in any conditions that 

would unduly expose future occupants to human health risks. As described in 

Chapter 2.0, recycled water would be conveyed to the project site from the Pleasant 

Grove Wastewater Treatment Plant (PGWWTP) and used for irrigation of parks and 

landscaping in roadway medians, commercial areas, and common areas in high-density 

residential neighborhoods. Individuals using or maintaining the parks and landscaped 

facilities would have skin contact with the water when these features are actively 

irrigated, for example by touching irrigated grass or runoff. The rates and frequency of 

application would be controlled to minimize ponding, as required under Municipal Code 

Chapter 14.17 and the City’s “Rules and Regulations for the Use of Recycled Water” (see 

Section 3.15, Utilities and Service Systems). The PGWWTP is designed and operated to 

produce effluent that meets or exceeds standards consistent with “Disinfected Tertiary 

Recycled Water” as defined by Title 22 of the California Code of Regulations. As part of 

the project, any recycled water to be used on the site would meet state regulatory 

standards, as outlined in Subsection 3.9.3 above. Water meeting these standards may be 

used for unrestricted use, including recreation involving body contact, irrigation of food 

crops, and irrigation of parks, playgrounds, and schoolyards. The City of Roseville 

would be responsible for ensuring that the irrigation sites comply with the use 

requirements established in Section 60310 of the CCR. As described in Subsection 3.9.3 

above, cross-connection controls would ensure that recycled water does not enter the 

potable water distribution system. For these reasons, the use of recycled water would not 

result in any conditions that would unduly expose future occupants to human health 

risks, and no significant effect related to the use of recycled water on the project site is 

anticipated. This indirect effect is considered less than significant. Mitigation is not 

required. No direct effect would occur. 

Off-Site Alt. The Off-Site Alternative would construct a project broadly similar to the Proposed Action 

at the alternative site. The alternative could include use of recycled water similar to the 

other alternatives. Based on the significance criteria listed above and for the same reasons 

as presented above, the indirect effects associated with the use of recycled water on the 

project site would be less than significant under the Off-Site Alternative. Mitigation is 

not required. No direct effect would occur. 
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3.9.6 RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS 

All of the direct and indirect effects would either be less than significant or would be reduced to less 

than significant with mitigation. There would be no residual significant effects for the Proposed Action 

and any of the alternatives.  

3.9.7 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The effects discussed above are less than significant and site-specific and would therefore not cumulate. 

There would be no cumulative effects related to hazards and hazardous materials under the Proposed 

Action and all alternatives. 

3.9.8 REFERENCES 

City of Roseville. 2010a. Sierra Vista Specific Plan Final Environmental Report. 

City of Roseville. 2010b. City of Roseville General Plan 2025. Adopted May 5, 2010. 

Environmental Data Resources (EDR). 2012. EDR Radius Map Report: Placer Ranch Alternative, N Foothill 

Blvd/W Sunset Blvd, Lincoln, California 95648. May 30. 
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3.10 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

3.10.1 INTRODUCTION 

This section describes existing surface and groundwater hydrology in the project area, including floodplain 

and stormwater issues and water quality and summarizes the regulations that govern hydrologic 

modification, protect water quality, and control floodplain development and stormwater management. It 

also analyzes the potential effects to hydrology and water quality that could result from the implementation 

of the Proposed Action and the alternatives.  

Sources of information used in this analysis include: 

 Sierra Vista Specific Plan EIR prepared by the City of Roseville (City of Roseville 2010a); 

 Westbrook Specific Plan Amendment Initial Study, prepared by the City of Roseville (City of 

Roseville 2012); 

 West Roseville Specific Plan EIR prepared by the City of Roseville (City of Roseville 2004); 

 Sierra Vista Specific Plan Drainage and Stormwater Master Plan Westbrook Amendment (Civil 

Engineering Solutions 2011); 

 Geomorphic Assessment of the Sierra Vista Specific Plan Phase 1 (cbec, Inc. 2009); and 

 California Department of Water Resources and Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control 

Board publications relevant to the project area. 

Specific reference citations are provided in the text. 

3.10.2 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

3.10.2.1 Regional Surface Water Hydrology 

The project site is located in the Curry Creek watershed, a subwatershed of the Natomas Cross Canal 

watershed (HUC 180201610402), which in turn is a part of the Sacramento River Basin (HUC 18020109) (City 

of Roseville 2010a). 

The Sacramento River Basin—the area drained by the Sacramento River—covers approximately 

27,210 square miles (70,474 square kilometers), extending from the Cascade and Trinity Ranges in the north 

to the Sacramento–San Joaquin Delta in the south, and from the Coast Ranges in the west to the Sierra 

Nevada in the east. It includes all watersheds draining to the Sacramento River north of the Cosumnes River 

watershed, as well as the closed (interior drainage) Goose Lake Basin and the Cache and Putah Creek 

subwatersheds (Central Valley RWQCB 2009, City of Roseville 2009). Besides the Sacramento River, 

principal streams within the watershed include the Pit, Feather, Yuba, Bear, and American Rivers, tributary 

from the east; and Cottonwood, Stony, Cache, and Putah Creeks, tributary from the west. Important 

reservoirs and lakes include Shasta, Oroville, Folsom, Clear Lake, and Lake Berryessa (Central Valley 

RWQCB 2009).  

The City receives its water supply from Folsom Lake, which in turn receives water diverted from the 

American River. For the project’s water supply effects, see Section 3.15, Utilities and Service Systems. The 
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indirect effects of the project on fisheries from diverting American River water are addressed in Section 3.4, 

Biological Resources. 

3.10.2.2 Regional Groundwater Hydrology 

Overview 

The project site is located in the North American subbasin of the Sacramento Valley groundwater basin. The 

North American subbasin has an area of almost 550 square miles (1,424 square kilometers) and is bounded 

on the north by the Bear River, on the south by the Sacramento River, on the west by the Feather River, and 

on the east by an artificial north-south line extending from the Bear River south to Folsom Lake, passing 

about 2 miles (3.2 kilometers) east of the City of Lincoln and approximately corresponding to the edge of the 

Sacramento Valley alluvial basin. The western portion of the subbasin comprises the flood basin of the Bear, 

Feather, Sacramento, and American Rivers and tributary drainages (City of Roseville 2004). 

Groundwater in the North American subbasin is produced from two aquifer systems. The upper aquifer 

system consists of the Quaternary Victor, Fair Oaks, and Laguna Formations and is typically unconfined. 

The lower aquifer is primarily within the Mehrten Formation of Miocene age and is semi-confined (City of 

Roseville 2004). Average well yields are on the order of 800 gallons per minute (gpm) (3,028 liters per minute 

[lpm]) (California Department of Water Resources 2003). Total storage capacity in the North American 

subbasin is estimated at approximately 4.9 million acre-feet (maf) (0.6 million hectare-meter [mhm]), and 

recent data suggest that withdrawals of up to 95,000–97,000 acre-feet per year (afy) (11,718-11,965 hectare-

meter per year [hmy]) are within the basin’s safe yield. The majority of groundwater production occurs in 

the northern portion of the subbasin (City of Roseville 2004). 

Groundwater Use 

The upper aquifer has historically been pumped for agricultural use, while urban water providers have 

relied on the lower, semi-confined aquifer. There are no existing legal constraints that limit groundwater 

pumping (City of Roseville 2010a). The City and other participants in the West Placer Groundwater 

Management Plan (see Subsection 3.10.3 Regulatory Framework) have publically stated their intent to 

manage their groundwater use consistent with the plan’s objectives.  

The City relies primarily on surface water for potable supply (see related discussion in Section 3.15 Utilities 

and Service Systems), but groundwater provides additional short-term emergency or backup supply during 

dry years. The most recent use of groundwater in the City was under drought conditions in 1991. Several 

private domestic supply wells and a number of agricultural irrigation wells are also located in 

unincorporated areas in the project vicinity. The City currently operates four groundwater supply wells. The 

City has plans to construct up to nine more wells to improve overall system reliability during drought and 

emergency conditions (City of Roseville 2010a).  

The recent removal of the 1,754-acre (710 hectare) Reason Farms property from rice production has resulted 

in a sharp decrease in groundwater use in the project area. Prior to its 2003 acquisition by the City, 

1,080 acres (437 hectares) of the Reason Farms property was in rice production, using an estimated 6,483 afy 

(800 hmy) of groundwater. The majority of the water applied for irrigation is presumed to have been lost via 
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evapotranspiration with only about 2,632 afy (325 hmy) returning to the aquifer through infiltration. The 

Reason Farms property is now dry-farmed and planned for use as a storm water retention and flood control 

facility. The facility is needed for peak flows corresponding with upstream flows on the Sacramento River. 

Construction is dependent on building permit activity, so it could be another 10 years before the basin is 

constructed. With rice farming and associated groundwater withdrawals halted, approximately 3,151 afy 

(389 hmy) of groundwater is being conserved, and is considered as banked by the City, to meet future needs 

consistent with designated beneficial uses (City of Roseville 2010a). 

3.10.2.3 Regional Water Quality 

As discussed in Section 3.10.3 Regulatory Framework, each Regional Water Quality Control Board 

(RWQCB) is required to develop and periodically update a water quality control plan (basin plan) that 

designates beneficial uses for the major water bodies under its jurisdiction. Water quality standards must be 

adopted to protect the designated beneficial uses, and for water bodies that are impaired (affected by the 

presence of pollutants or contaminants), total maximum daily load (TMDL) programs are developed to limit 

pollutant input and ensure a return to standards. To identify water bodies in which TMDLs may be needed, 

each RWQCB maintains a list of impaired water bodies, as required by Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act 

(40 CFR 130.7). The Section 303(d) lists are periodically reviewed and updated so they reflect prevailing 

water quality conditions. 

Table 3.10-1 shows the currently designated beneficial uses and listed impairments for water bodies in the 

project region. The U.S. EPA approved California’s 2008-2010 Section 303(d) list of impaired waters requiring 

TMDLs, including this list, on November 12, 2010.  

 

Table 3.10-1 

Designated Beneficial Uses and Listed Water Quality Impairments in Project Area 

 

Water Body Beneficial Uses Listed Impairments 

Curry Creek None designated1 Placer and Sutter Counties: pyrethoids (urban 

runoff/storm sewers) 

Pleasant Grove Canal None designated1 None identified 

Natomas Cross Canal None designated1 Sutter County: mercury (resource extraction) 

Sacramento River 

Below Chico 

Irrigation, stock watering, water contact 

recreation, canoeing and rafting, warm 

freshwater habitat, cold freshwater habitat, cold-

water migration, warm-water spawning, wildlife 

habitat 

Knights Landing to Delta reach: mercury (resource 

extraction), unknown toxicity (source unknown), 

chlordane (agriculture), DDT (agriculture), dieldrin 

(agriculture), Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) 

(source unknown)  

Sacramento River 

Colusa Basin Drain 

to I Street Bridge 

(Sacramento) 

Municipal and domestic supply, irrigation, 

water contact recreation, canoeing and rafting, 

other noncontact recreation, warm freshwater 

habitat, cold freshwater habitat, warm-water 

spawning, cold-water spawning, wildlife 

habitat, navigation  
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Water Body Beneficial Uses Listed Impairments 

Sacramento – San 

Joaquin Delta 

Municipal and domestic supply, irrigation, stock 

watering, industry (process supply, service 

supply), water contact recreation, other 

noncontact recreation, warm and cold 

freshwater habitat, warm-water migration, cold-

water migration, warm-water spawning, wildlife 

habitat, navigation 

Northern portion: chlordane (agriculture), 

chlorpyrifos (agriculture, urban runoff/storm 

sewers), DDT (agriculture), diazinon (agriculture, 

urban runoff/storm sewers), dieldrin (agriculture), 

exotic species (source unknown), Group A pesticides 

(agriculture), mercury (resource extraction), PCBs 

(source unknown), unknown toxicity (source 

unknown) 

Central portion: chlorpyrifos (agriculture, urban 

runoff/storm sewers), DDT (agriculture), diazinon 

(agriculture, urban runoff/storm sewers), invasive 

species (source unknown), Group A pesticides 

(agriculture), mercury (resource extraction), 

unknown toxicity (source unknown) 

Export area: chlorpyrifos (agriculture, urban 

runoff/storm sewers), DDT (agriculture), diazinon 

(agriculture, urban runoff/storm sewers), electrical 

conductivity (agriculture), invasive species (source 

unknown), Group A pesticides (agriculture), 

mercury (resource extraction), unknown toxicity 

(source unknown) 

Sacramento Valley 

groundwater 

Municipal and domestic supply, agricultural 

supply (irrigation and stock watering), industry 

(process supply, service supply), unless 

specifically designated otherwise by the RWQCB 

None identified 

    

Sources: Central Valley RWQCB 2006, 2009a  
1 The Central Valley RWQCB will evaluate the beneficial uses of these water bodies on a case-by-case basis. Water bodies that do not have 

beneficial uses designated are assigned the designation of municipal and domestic supply in accordance with the provisions of State Water 

Board Resolution No. 88-63. Exceptions listed in Resolution No. 88-63 may apply to these water bodies. 

 

3.10.2.4 Regional Flood Hazards 

Flooding is the result of water flow that cannot be contained within the banks of natural or artificial drainage 

courses. Flooding can be caused by an excessive storm event, snow melt, blockage of watercourses by human 

as well as wildlife activity (e.g., beavers), dam failure, or a combination of these or other events. A flood 

event can cause injury or loss of property such as the flooding of structures, including homes and businesses; 

uplift vehicles and other objects; damage roadways, bridges, infrastructure, and public services; and cause 

soil instability, erosion, and land sliding.  

Flooding presently occurs in the project region in the sump area upstream of the Natomas Cross Canal–

Pleasant Grove Canal confluence when the Sacramento River rises above a flood stage of 37.0 feet at the 

Verona Gauge, and additional runoff could increase the depth of flooding during this type of event (Civil 

Engineering Solutions 2011). 
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3.10.2.5 Project Site – Surface Water Hydrology  

The major drainage features on the project site are the West Plan tributary of Curry Creek and an 

intermittent tributary of Curry Creek located in the northwestern portion of the project site (refer to 

Figure 3.4-1) (City of Roseville 2010a). There are no other permanent water features, although vernal pools 

and swales which pond seasonally are present on the site.  

The surface runoff within the project site flows to the north and west with the majority of the site draining to 

the north into an existing storm drain system that is located within Pleasant Grove Boulevard. The surface 

runoff on the eastern three-quarters of the site flows through a series of swales to the north. The surface 

runoff on the western one-quarter of the site flows through a series of swales and an intermittent stream to 

the west. All of the site runoff ultimately discharges into the West Plan tributary. 

The West Plan tributary and the intermittent tributary flow west across the northwestern portion of the 

project site, and do not join Curry Creek on the site but farther downstream of the Federico and Curry 

confluence at a point west of the project site. Curry Creek is a small seasonal stream that drains an area of 

approximately 16.5 square miles (43 square kilometers), originating at an elevation of about 120 feet 

(37 meters) in Placer County, and ultimately draining into the Pleasant Grove Canal. The Pleasant Grove 

Canal receives input from streams in both Placer and Sutter Counties, and drains to the Natomas Cross 

Canal, which in turn drains into the Sacramento River immediately south of its confluence with the Feather 

River, about 14 miles (23 kilometers) west of the City (City of Roseville 2010a).  

3.10.2.6 Project Site - Flood Hazards 

The northwestern corner of the project site is within a 100-year floodplain for Curry Creek, as shown in 

Figure 3.10-1, Pre-Project 100-Year Floodplain (Civil Engineering Solutions 2011). The project site is not in 

the City’s Regulatory Floodplain.  

The project site is within an area that could be affected by flooding in the event that the western dikes along 

Folsom Lake fail (Dikes Nos. 4, 5, and 6). The most likely disaster-related causes of dam failure in Placer 

County and the Roseville vicinity are earthquakes, excessive rainfall, and landslides (City of Roseville 2011). 

The National Inventory of Dams database considers these high-hazard structures (County of Placer 2005), 

meaning that loss of human life is considered likely in the event of a failure.  

3.10.2.7 Project Site – Groundwater Levels and Groundwater Recharge  

The California Department of Water Resources has monitored groundwater levels in the project region for 

the last several decades and has three monitoring wells in the project vicinity, which range in depth between 

303 and 450 feet (92 and 137 meters). One is located adjacent to Pleasant Grove Creek immediately west of 

Fiddyment Road, the second is on Kaseberg Creek southeast of the intersection of Fiddyment Road and 

Phillip Road, and the third is on City property north of the project area (City of Roseville 2010a). According 

to exploratory boreholes at well sites north of the project site, the aquifer zone (Mehrten Formation) for 

drinking water was found at depths ranging from approximately 300 to 525 feet (91 to 160 meters) below 

ground surface (bgs) with thicknesses ranging from approximately 100 to 200 feet (30 to 61 meters) 

(MWH 2007). Monitoring data suggest that groundwater levels in the vicinity have been generally stable 
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since about 1980, with local increases reported in the first well (MWH 2007). Groundwater elevations tend to 

be significantly higher on the eastern edge of the sub-basin near the Sierra Nevada foothills and lower on the 

western edge of the groundwater sub-basin (MWH 2007).  

The project site is not within a significant recharge area for the Sacramento Valley groundwater basin (City 

of Roseville 2004). Hardpan and claypan soils in the project area may further limit recharge in this portion of 

the basin (City of Roseville 2004). 

3.10.2.8 Alternative Site – Surface Water Hydrology, Flood Hazards, and Groundwater 

Conditions 

The principal water body on the alternative site is the seasonal Pleasant Grove Creek drainage, which crosses 

the southeast corner of the alternative site. Similar to the project site, this site also does not contain any other 

permanent water features but does contain some areas with concentrations of vernal pools that pond 

seasonally. The alternative site is not within any potential dam inundation area (City of Roseville, 2011). 

Although, the site is not within the FEMA-designated 100-year floodplain, it is within the City’s Regulatory 

Floodplain (City of Roseville 2011). Groundwater conditions in the area of the alternative site are 

substantially the same as in the area of the project site. 

3.10.3 REGULATORY FRAMEWORK – APPLICABLE LAWS, REGULATIONS, 

PLANS, AND POLICIES 

3.10.3.1 Federal Laws, Regulations, Plans, and Policies 

Clean Water Act 

The Clean Water Act (CWA) (33 USC 1251 et seq.) is the principal federal law protecting the quality and 

integrity of the nation’s surface waters. The CWA offers a range of mechanisms to reduce pollutant input to 

waterways, manage polluted runoff, and finance municipal wastewater treatment facilities. Permit review 

serves as the CWA’s principal regulatory tool; the CWA provides that discharges to jurisdictional waters are 

unlawful unless authorized by a permit. The following CWA sections are particularly relevant to the 

proposed project. 

 Section 303 – water quality standards and implementation plans 

 Section 401 – State Water Quality Certification or waiver 

 Section 402 – National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NDPES) 

 Section 404 – Discharge of dredged or fill materials into waters of the U.S. 

In California, Sections 303, 401, and 402 are the responsibility of the State Water Resources Control Board 

(SWRCB), which in turn delegates authority to the individual RWQCBs. The CWA Section 404 program is 

administered by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) in California. The following paragraphs discuss 

Section 404 in more detail; additional information on Sections 401 through 402 and Section 303 is provided 

under State Regulations, since these sections are administered by state agencies. 
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Section 404 Discharge into Waters of the U.S. 

CWA Section 404 regulates the discharge (placement) of dredged and fill materials into waters of the United 

States. Project proponents must obtain a permit from the USACE for any such discharge before proceeding 

with the proposed activity. This generally requires the preparation of a delineation of jurisdictional waters of 

the United States consistent with USACE protocols, in order to define the boundaries of the jurisdictional 

waters potentially affected by the project.  

Jurisdictional waters include areas within the ordinary high water mark of a stream, including non-perennial 

streams that have a defined bed and bank, as well as any stream channel that conveys natural runoff, even if 

it has been realigned.1 They also include seasonal and perennial wetlands, including coastal wetlands. 

Wetlands are defined for regulatory purposes as areas “inundated or saturated by surface or groundwater at 

a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal circumstances do support, a 

prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions” (33 CFR 328.3, 40 CFR 230.3). 

Section 404 permits may be issued only for the “least environmentally damaging practicable alternative” 

(LEDPA). That is, authorization of a proposed discharge is prohibited if there is a practicable alternative that 

would have less adverse impacts on wetlands and other waters and lacks other significant consequences. 

Applicants for a Section 404 permit must also obtain certification from the state that the activity will not 

adversely affect water quality, as required by CWA Section 401.  

Safe Drinking Water Act 

The Safe Drinking Water Act of 1974, amended in 1986 and again in 1996, is the cornerstone federal law 

protecting drinking water quality. It gives the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) authority to 

establish drinking water standards and to oversee the water providers (cities, counties, water districts, and 

agencies) who implement those standards, and also includes provisions for the protection of surface waters 

and wetlands in support of drinking water quality. 

In California, the USEPA delegates some of its Safe Drinking Water Act implementation authority to the 

California Department of Public Health’s Division of Drinking Water and Environmental Management 

(DPH), which administers a wide range of regulatory programs relevant to potable water supply quality and 

safety.  

Floodplain Management 

The National Flood Insurance Act and the Flood Disaster Protection Act were passed in response to the 

rising cost of disaster relief, in 1968 and 1973 respectively (42 USC 4001 et seq.). Together, these acts reduce 

the need for large publicly funded flood control structures and disaster relief by restricting development on 

floodplains. FEMA administers the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) and issues flood insurance 

rate maps (FIRMs) delineating flood hazard zones for the areas participating in the program.  

                                                        
1  Jurisdictional waters also include all tidal waters, interstate waters, ponds, lakes, etc. If a stream is tidal, the Section 

404 jurisdiction is the high tide line instead of the ordinary high water mark. 
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Executive Order 11988 (Floodplain Management), issued in 1977, addresses floodplain issues related to 

public safety, conservation, and economics. It generally requires federal agencies constructing, permitting, or 

funding projects to avoid incompatible floodplain development, be consistent with the standards and criteria 

of the NFIP, and restore and preserve natural and beneficial floodplain values. 

3.10.3.2 State Laws, Regulations, Plans, and Policies 

Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act 

The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (Porter-Cologne Act) (Cal. Water Code, Division 7) 

established the SWRCB; divided the state into nine regions, each overseen by a RWQCB; and gave the 

SWRCB and RWQCBs statutory authority to regulate water quality. Originally passed in 1969, the Porter-

Cologne Act was amended in 1972 to extend the federal CWA authority to the SWRCB and RWQCBs (see 

Clean Water Act above). The SWRCB is the primary state agency responsible for protecting the quality of the 

state’s surface and groundwater supplies, but much of the daily implementation of water quality regulations 

is carried out by the nine RWQCBs. The following paragraphs summarize their principal responsibilities. 

The project area is within Region 5 and is under the jurisdiction of the Central Valley RWQCB. 

Basin Plans and Water Quality Standards 

The Porter-Cologne Act provides for the development and periodic review of water quality control plans 

(basin plans) that designate beneficial uses and water quality objectives for the state’s principal water bodies 

and include programs to achieve water quality objectives. Each RWQCB prepares a basin plan for the waters 

under its jurisdiction in order to protect and enhance existing and potential beneficial uses. CWA Section 303 

requires the states to adopt water quality standards for water bodies and have those standards approved by 

the USEPA. Water quality standards consist of designated beneficial uses (e.g., wildlife habitat, agricultural 

supply, fishing, etc.) for a particular water body, along with water quality criteria necessary to support those 

uses. Specific objectives are provided for the larger water bodies within the region as well as general 

objectives for surface and groundwater. Basin plans are primarily implemented by using the CWA Section 

402 National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permitting system to regulate waste 

discharges so that water quality objectives are met.  

Water bodies that fail to meet water quality standards are considered impaired and, under CWA Section 

303(d), are placed on a list of impaired waters for which a TMDL program must be developed to control 

input of the impairing pollutant(s). A TMDL is an estimate of the total load of pollutants from point, non-

point, and natural sources that a water body may receive without exceeding applicable water quality 

standards. Once established, the TMDL is allocated among current and future pollutant sources to the water 

body. Contributions toward the TMDL limit are controlled through the issuance of waste discharge 

requirements under CWA Section 402. 

Section 401 Water Quality Certification  

CWA Section 401 requires all applicants for other CWA permitting to meet requirements such that the 

RWQCB with jurisdiction can certify that the proposed activity will comply with specific sections of the 

CWA and will not adversely affect water quality. This is accomplished by implementing effluent limitations 
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(waste discharge requirements or WDRs) and establishing a monitoring program to ensure that the 

limitations are met.  

NPDES Program  

Amendments to the CWA in 1972 created the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) and 

rendered point-source discharge of pollutants to waters of the United States unlawful unless authorized 

under an NPDES permit. Further amendments in 1987 added Section 402(p), which establishes a framework 

for regulating municipal and industrial storm water discharges under the NPDES Program. The NPDES 

program provides for general permits that cover a number of similar or related activities, as well as 

individual permits covering a single project or activity. Each permit includes WDRs limiting the 

concentration of specific contaminants likely to be contained in the permitted discharge. 

The SWRCB has elected to adopt a single statewide General Permit that applies to all storm water discharges 

associated with construction activity, except those on Tribal Lands, those in the Lake Tahoe Hydrologic Unit, 

and those from activities performed by the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). The 

Construction General Permit requires all dischargers where construction activity disturbs 1 acre or more to 

develop and implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that specifies Best Management 

Practices (BMPs) to prevent construction pollutants from contacting storm water and control off-site delivery 

of sediment and other construction-related pollutants, eliminate or reduce non-storm water discharges to 

storm sewer systems and other jurisdictional waters, and inspect and monitor the success of all BMPs. 

Effective July 1, 2010, all dischargers are required to obtain coverage under the Construction General Permit 

Order 2009-0009-DWQ adopted on September 2, 2009. The new Construction General Permit includes 

augmented requirements for the SWPPP, including a visual monitoring program, a chemical monitoring 

program for “non-visible” pollutants to be implemented if there is a failure of BMPs, and a sediment-

monitoring plan if the site discharges directly to a water body that is 303(d)–listed for sediment.  

In addition, all new undertakings that are over 1 acre in size and that are not already covered by the current 

stormwater permit must identify (1) the project as a Risk Level 1, 2, or 3 project, based on the project 

sediment risk (the relative amount of sediment that can be discharged, given the project and location details); 

and (2) receiving water risk (the risk sediment discharges pose to the receiving waters). Risk Level 2 and 3 

projects must prepare a Rain Event Action Plan (REAP) applicable to every event where there is a forecast of 

50 percent or greater probability of measurable precipitation (0.01 inch or more).  

The previous Construction General Permit (99-08-DWQ) required the SWPPP to include a description of all 

post-construction BMPs on a site and a maintenance schedule. The new Construction General Permit 

requires dischargers to replicate the pre-project runoff water balance for the smallest storms up to the 

85th percentile storm event, or the smallest storm event that generates runoff, whichever is larger. The 

permit emphasizes runoff reduction through on-site storm water reuse, interception, evapotranspiration 

and infiltration using a combination of non-structural controls and conservation design measures (e.g., 

downspout disconnection, soil quality preservation/enhancement, interceptor trees). The new Construction 

General Permit also requires dischargers to maintain pre-development drainage densities and concentration 
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times in order to protect channels, and encourages dischargers to implement setbacks to reduce channel 

slope and velocity changes that can lead to aquatic habitat degradation.  

Senate Bill 1938 

Senate Bill (SB) 1938 (Cal. Water Code Chapter 603), signed into law in 2002, requires public agencies seeking 

state funding for groundwater projects to develop and implement a groundwater management plan. SB 1938 

is intended to ensure planning for the state’s larger groundwater basins as well as those not specifically 

discussed in the California Department of Water Resources’ official summary, Bulletin 118 (California’s 

Groundwater) (California Department of Water Resources 2003).  

Required components of the groundwater management plan include an inventory of water supplies and 

uses in the region, Basin Management Objectives (BMOs) to protect and enhance the groundwater basin, a 

plan to involve other local agencies and stakeholders in cooperative planning, along with a public 

information plan, and monitoring protocols to ensure that BMOs are being met. 

3.10.3.3 Local Plans, Policies, and Ordinances 

City of Roseville 

City General Plan 

Floodplain Designation Policy 

Flood safety is a primary concern in the City of Roseville. The current General Plan accordingly requires the 

100-year floodplain to be designated on the City land use map, based on the best available floodplain 

information. Within the 100-year floodplain, the floodway fringe is defined as the area along the boundary of 

the floodplain where complete obstruction would not result in more than a 1-foot rise in the water surface 

elevation. The remainder of the floodplain is considered to constitute the floodway, where floodwaters 

typically have the highest velocity. Development within the 100-year floodplain is regulated as follows (City 

of Roseville 2010b). 

 Infill areas – No development is permitted within the 100-year floodway. Development may be 

permitted within the floodway fringe. 

 Remainder of the City (specific plan areas and North Industrial Area) – In general, development is 

not permitted anywhere within the future floodplain (floodway and floodway fringe). Exceptions 

may be considered by the City on a case-by-case basis if encroachment is limited to the floodway 

fringe and would not result in any off-site increase in the water surface elevation. 

Subject to the approval of the City’s Public Works Director, designation of the floodplain can be terminated 

where the 100-year floodplain narrows to a width of 200 feet (61 meters) or less and where the associated 

drainage area is less than 300 acres (121 hectares) (City of Roseville 2010b). Additional discussion of the 

City’s Regulatory Floodplain is provided in the City Design Standards section below. 
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Flood Safety and Water Resources Goals 

The City General Plan includes the following goals related to flood hazards:  

Goal 1: Minimize the potential for loss of life and property due to flooding. 

Goal 2: Pursue flood control solutions that are cost effective and minimize environmental impacts. 

The General Plan also includes policies and implementation measures for these goals.  

Additional General Plan guidance applies to water resources, including water quality and groundwater 

recharge, as stated in the following goals. 

Goal 1: Continue to improve surface water quality and accommodate water flow increases. 

Goal 2: Enhance the quantity and quality of groundwater resources. 

City Ordinances 

The City’s Urban Stormwater Quality Management and Discharge Control Ordinance (Chapter 14.20 of Title 

14 of the Roseville Municipal Code) establishes a regulatory framework for construction and post-

construction stormwater management. Pursuant to the ordinance, the City adopted its Stormwater BMP 

Guidance Manual for Construction (City of Roseville Department of Public Works) in March 2007, followed by 

its Stormwater Quality Design Manual for the Sacramento and South Placer Regions (Sacramento Stormwater 

Quality Partnership and the City of Roseville 2007) in May 2007. The City’s Flood Damage Prevention 

Ordinance (Chapter 9.80 of the Roseville Municipal Code) establishes a regulatory framework to promote 

public health and safety, and to minimize public and private losses due to flood conditions in specific areas 

of Roseville. The Grading Ordinance (Chapter 16.20 of the Roseville Municipal Code) contains standards for 

erosion control during construction. It also prohibits grading during wet weather and generally protects 

drainageways from disturbance, as well as requiring prompt revegetation of areas disturbed by grading.  

City of Roseville Stormwater Management Program  

The City’s Stormwater Management Program (SWMP) establishes priorities and sets forth a comprehensive 

suite of activities and strategies that represent the City’s minimum control measures and BMPs intended to 

address NPDES Phase II requirements for stormwater management. The goal of the SWMP is to reduce 

pollutant levels in stormwater to the maximum extent practicable. To that end, it identifies approaches, 

measures, and standards for the following types of controls identified in the General Permit (City of 

Roseville 2010a).  

 Public outreach and involvement  

 Detection and elimination of illicit discharges  

 Construction runoff management 

 Runoff control and quality for new development and redevelopment  

 Municipal operations stormwater control 

The SWRCB granted the City its permit coverage on July 2004. 
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City of Roseville Design Standards 

The City’s Design Standards were developed to provide direction for the design and construction of 

improvements that will be transferred to the City for maintenance and/or operation. These include but are 

not limited to drainage and water supply facilities. The intent is to ensure that facilities used by the public 

(including facilities such as storm drain systems that protect public safety) are developed in a consistent and 

coordinated manner.  

Of particular relevance to the analyses in this section, the Design Standards stipulate methods for the 

hydraulic modeling required to design stormwater drainage infrastructure as well as design and 

performance standards for various types of facilities. Key provisions are identified below. 

 In general, all residential lots must have a minimum pad elevation of 1 foot (0.3 meter) above the 

100-year water surface elevation, and all commercial sites must have minimum finished floor 

elevations of 1 foot above the 100-year surface elevation. The 100-year surface elevation level is 

determined based on the assumption that all storm drains are inoperative and all upstream areas are 

fully developed. This requires the Design Engineer to provide an overland release for all projects or 

provide storage for the 100-year storm frequency. Parking lots and storage areas may be no more 

than 1.5 feet (0.5 meter) below the 100-year water surface elevation. 

 The City’s Regulatory Floodplain, defined in the General Plan Safety Element (see City General Plan 

above) is distinguished from the FEMA flood 100-year flood hazard area. For watersheds larger than 

300 acres (121 hectares), the City’s Regulatory Floodplain is generally equivalent to the area 

inundated by the 100-year flood event assuming buildout of the drainage basin. Residential lots 

developed within or adjacent to the City’s Regulatory Floodplain must have pad elevations a 

minimum of 2 feet (0.6 meter) above the City’s 100-year flood elevation. Non-residential projects 

within the Regulatory Floodplain must have finished floor elevations a minimum of 2 feet 

(0.6 meter) above the City’s 100-year flood elevation. In areas where the 100-year flood depths are 

less than 8 feet (2.4 meters), these minimum freeboard requirements are increased to 3 feet 

(0.9 meter). 

 If a project proposes fill or other significant improvements within the City’s Regulatory Floodplain, a 

hydraulic study is required to determine the effect of the encroachment. Encroachments cannot be 

approved if they would result in any off-site increase in water surface elevation.  

 Drainage systems must be designed to accommodate the ultimate development of the entire 

upstream watershed under the 10-year peak storm discharge. For other facilities, such as streets, 

bridges, open channels, and buildings, additional requirements that relate to the 25-year and 

100-year peak storm discharges apply.  

 The design of stormwater detention and retention basins must conform to the latest edition of the 

Placer County Flood Control and Water Conservation District (PCFCD) Stormwater Management 

Manual (Placer County 1994), and must allow 2-year storm event flows to bypass the basin. Basin 

layout and design must minimize maintenance effort and costs. 

Placer County Flood Control and Water Conservation District (PCFCD)  

The PCFCD was formed in 1984. Its primary purpose is to protect lives and property from flood effects 

through comprehensive, coordinated flood prevention planning. In support of this goal, the PCFCD 

implements regional flood control projects, conducts hydrologic and hydraulic modeling to better 
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understand County watersheds, and develops and implements master plans for County watersheds. It also 

provides information and technical support relevant to flood control to the County, cities, and developers. 

The PCFCD operates and maintains the County flood warning system, reviews proposed development 

projects for compliance with PCFCD standards, and provides technical support for Office of Emergency 

Services activities. 

The PCFCD Stormwater Management Manual (SWMM) (Placer County 1994) contains policies, guidance, 

and specific standards for evaluating hydrologic and hydraulic impacts of new development in the context 

of regional stormwater issues. When stormwater detention or retention facilities are used to mitigate 

downstream increases in stormwater flows due to development, the SWMM requires that post-project peak 

flows be reduced by comparison with pre-project peak flows. The objective flow is determined by estimating 

the predevelopment peak flow rate and subtracting 10 percent of the difference between the estimated pre- 

and post-development peak flow rates. The objective flow shall never be less than 90 percent of the 

estimated predevelopment flow. 

Western Placer Groundwater Management Plan 

The Western Placer Groundwater Management Plan (WPCGMP) (MWH 2007) was developed by the Cities 

of Roseville and Lincoln in partnership with the Placer County Water Agency and the California American 

Water Company in response to Senate Bill (SB) 1938 requirements. The goal of the plan is to “maintain the 

quality and ensure the long term availability of groundwater to meet backup, emergency, and peak demands 

without adversely affecting other groundwater uses within the WPCGMP area.”  

3.10.4 SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS AND ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY 

3.10.4.1 Significance Thresholds 

Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) guidance requires an evaluation of a proposed action’s effect on 

the human environment. The USACE has determined that the Proposed Action or its alternatives would 

result in significant effects related to hydrology and water quality if the Proposed Action or an alternative 

would: 

 substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in 

flooding on or off-site; 

 place housing or structures within a 100-year floodplain or place structures that would impede or 

redirect flood flows; 

 expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death, involving flooding, 

including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam; 

 during and post construction, create substantial additional sources of polluted runoff that could 

affect water quality; 

 cause an exceedance of applicable effluent discharge standards;  

 interfere substantially with groundwater recharge or substantially deplete groundwater supplies 

such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table 

level; or 
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 substantially increase runoff such that the geomorphology of creeks is altered. 

The cumulative impacts of the Proposed Action and its alternatives would be considered significant if the 

Proposed Action or an alternative would: 

 cumulatively contribute runoff to facilities susceptible to flooding; 

 release sediment and other pollutants such that cumulatively downstream water quality is affected; 

 require groundwater withdrawal which, cumulatively exceeds the safe yield of the aquifer; or 

 interfere cumulatively substantial groundwater recharge. 

3.10.4.2 Analysis Methodology 

Analysis of effects of the Proposed Action related to surface hydrology, flooding, and water quality is based 

on the Drainage and Stormwater Master Plan prepared for the Westbrook project (Civil Engineering 

Solutions 2011, dated October 3, 2011). Provisions related to hydrology and water quality in the Westbrook 

project and the main features of the Proposed Action’s Drainage and Stormwater Master Plan are briefly 

summarized below as these are relevant to the evaluation of the Proposed Action’s hydrology and water 

quality impacts. 

Among its provisions relevant to hydrology and water quality, the Applicant for the Westbrook project is 

proposing to designate the northwest corner of the project site as open space with created wetlands and a 

floodplain expansion area along the West Plan tributary to control peak 100-year storm flows. The Applicant 

has also proposed to develop all storm drainage facilities in accordance with the City’s Improvement 

Standards, the City’s Stormwater Quality Design Manual, the PCFCD Stormwater Management Manual, and 

the terms of federal permitting under the Clean Water Act. The Westbrook project would direct drainage 

away from vernal pool habitat. The Westbrook project would also incorporate a wide range of low-impact 

development (LID) options, including the following.  

 Disconnected roof drains 

 Reduction of impervious surfaces; disconnected and separated pavement, permeable pavement, and 

porous pavement 

 Soil amendments in landscaped areas and planters 

 Tree planting and canopy preservation 

 Stream buffers 

 Vegetated swales 

 Stormwater detention 

The Drainage and Stormwater Master Plan (Civil Engineering Solutions 2011) includes the hydraulic 

analyses required by the City’s Design Standards and the PCFCD SWMM, as well as design specifications 

for drainage infrastructure and for the larger flood management improvements that would serve the 

community as a whole. These include the following. 

 Preservation of the West Plan tributary (including the south fork of the tributary) floodplains 

(including floodway and floodway fringe areas) as open space. 
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 Creation of increased floodplain storage in wetland areas within the West Plan tributary corridor.  

Impacts on groundwater reserves are evaluated based on water demand analyses in the City’s Sierra Vista 

Specific Plan EIR (City of Roseville 2010a).  

To evaluate the effects of the Proposed Action and alternatives on surface water hydrology, this EIS uses the 

increase in impervious surfaces (as reflected by the development footprint) under the Proposed Action and 

each alternative. Table 3.10-2 presents the development footprint under each alternative. 

 

Table 3.10-2  

Development Footprint 

 

Alternative 

Development 

Footprint (in acres) 

Percent greater or less than 

Proposed Action 

Proposed Action 361 -- 

No Action  272 -25% 

Alternative 1 (Reduced Footprint, Increased Density) 270 -25% 

Alternative 2 (Reduced Footprint, Same Density) 270 -25% 

Alternative 3 (Central Preserve Alternative) 281 -22% 

Alternative 4 (One Acre Fill Alternative) 236 -35% 

Alternative 5 (Half Acre Fill Alternative) 223 -38% 

Off-Site Alternative  317 -12% 

 

3.10.5 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact HYDRO-1 Effect related to On- or Off-Site Flood Hazards 

No Action 

Alt. 

The No Action Alternative would avoid significant effects related to on-site flood risks. 

These direct and indirect effects are considered less than significant. Mitigation is not 

required. The No Action Alternative could contribute to off-site flooding in the sump area 

upstream from the Natomas Cross Canal–Pleasant Grove Canal confluence. This would be a 

significant indirect effect. Mitigation would reduce this indirect effect to less than 

significant. 

The project site is currently undeveloped. Development under the No Action Alternative 

would modify existing topography and drainage on the project site by grading to create 

pads for construction of residences and commercial development and to construct 

roadways. The No Action Alternative would construct a mixed-use development on the 

project site. Assuming the use of conventional hardscape, buildout under the No Action 

Alternative would add approximately 272 acres (110 hectares) of impervious surface to the 

site, with approximately 125 acres (81 hectares) preserved as open space.  

Flood flows from the increased impervious surfaces on the project site were not separately 

calculated for the No Action Alternative. As shown in Table 3.10-3, the Proposed Action 
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would have the potential to increase peak flood flows in the West Plan tributary. The No 

Action Alternative would result in lower peak flows due to the smaller development 

footprint and lower amount of impervious surfaces. In compliance with the City’s Design 

Guidelines, and the PCFCD SWMM, as part of the project, the No Action Alternative would 

also incorporate a number of features to provide safe conveyance of increased peak flows 

within the project site. In addition, as part of the project the No Action Alternative would 

include LID measures and preservation of the West Plan tributary floodplain as open space, 

which would ensure that it would not increase flood hazards to downstream areas. 

Water elevations were not separately calculated for the No Action Alternative. Table 3.10-4 

below compares pre-Proposed Action water surface elevations at selected locations along 

West Plan tributary during the 100-year flood with post-project 100-year water surface 

elevations at the same sites. Since post-project flows would increase, the reduction in water 

surface elevation in most locations reflects the effect of the increased flood storage provided 

by the Proposed Action. The No Action Alternative would create similar flood storage 

features. Consequently, although at buildout, the No Action Alternative would modify site 

topography and add impervious surface, it would not result in significant effects related to 

on-site flood risks. These indirect effects would be less than significant. Mitigation is not 

required. There would be no direct effects. 

On the more regional scale, with the peak flow management features described above in 

place, the No Action Alternative would satisfy the PCFCD SWMM requirement to avoid 

increasing the water surface elevation off-site. However, the increase in impervious surface 

associated with development of the currently undeveloped project site would increase the 

total volume of runoff that would be contributed to the Natomas Cross Canal in any given 

flood event. Flooding presently occurs in the sump area upstream from the Natomas Cross 

Canal–Pleasant Grove Canal confluence when the Sacramento River rises above a stage of 

37.0 feet at the Verona Gauge, and additional runoff could increase the depth of flooding 

during this type of event (Civil Engineering Solutions 2011). The No Action Alternative 

would contribute to flooding in the sump area upstream of the Natomas Cross Canal–

Pleasant Grove Canal confluence, this indirect effect is considered significant.  

The City is currently developing flood protection improvements to address flooding in the 

Natomas Cross Canal–Pleasant Grove Canal sump area through its Reason Farms flood 

storage project, which would construct a 2,530 acre-foot (312 hectare-meter) flood storage 

basin at Reason Farms to manage increased runoff from existing and planned (entitled) 

development in portions of the City that drain to the Natomas Cross Canal. This includes 

projects within the Curry Creek watershed. Construction of the Reason Farms basin could 

begin as early as 2014 and is expected to continue at the same rate of new development in 

the City.  

Mitigation Measure HYDRO-1 would be implemented to address the downstream flooding 

effect. It requires the payment of the City’s Pleasant Grove Watershed Mitigation Fee, which 
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would provide a fair-share contribution toward the cost of the Reason Farms flood control 

project (City of Roseville 2010a). This measure is the same as Mitigation Measure WMM 

4.12-2 in the Sierra Vista Specific Plan EIR. By contributing funds toward the construction of 

the Reason Farms flood storage project, the Sierra Vista Specific Plan EIR concluded that this 

mitigation measure would reduce the effect to a less than significant level (City of Roseville 

2010a). The City of Roseville has a process in place to monitor the need for the flood storage 

project which will determine when the detention facility will be built. The start date for 

construction of the flood storage facility has not been decided. The USACE assumes that the 

City of Roseville would impose the same mitigation measure on the No Action Alternative 

to address this effect. The USACE agrees with the conclusion in the Sierra Vista Specific Plan 

EIR and finds that this indirect effect would be reduced to less than significant. No direct 

effects would occur. 

Proposed 

Action 

The Proposed Action would also avoid significant effects related to on-site flood risks. These 

direct and indirect effects are considered less than significant. Mitigation is not required. 

The Proposed Action could contribute to off-site flooding in the sump area upstream from 

the Natomas Cross Canal–Pleasant Grove Canal confluence. This would be a significant 

indirect effect. Mitigation would reduce this indirect effect to a less than significant level. 

As noted above, the project site is currently undeveloped. Development under the Proposed 

Action would modify existing topography and drainage on the project site and, assuming 

the use of conventional hardscape, buildout under the Proposed Action would add 

approximately 361 acres (146 hectares) of impervious surface to the site, with approximately 

37 acres (15 hectares) preserved as open space. This increase in impervious surface would 

potentially increase peak storm flows, as summarized in Table 3.10-3 below.  
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Table 3.10-3  

Pre- and Post-Project (Buildout) Peak Storm Flows, With and Without Stormwater Measures 

 

Stream 

Station Location 

10-Year Peak Flow (cfs) 100-Year Peak Flow (cfs) 

Pre-

Project 

Buildout 

no LID 

Measures 

Buildout 

with LID 

Measures  

Net 

Change

* 

Pre-

Project 

Buildout 

no LID 

Measures 

Buildout 

with LID 

Measures 

Net 

Change* 

Curry Creek - West Plan Tributary 

69 West Plan 

Tributary 

Enters 

Project Area 

220 402 198 -22 562 838 543 -19 

73.3 South Fork 

Enters 

Project Area 

127 121 121 -6 256 255 255 -1 

65 At 

Confluence, 

Upstream of 

Existing 

Culvert 

280 472 241 -39 574 932 534 -40 

61 Downstream 

of Project 

Boundary 

237 310 211 -26 457 527 402 -55 

    

Source: Civil Engineering Solutions, Inc. 2011 

* Net change refers to the difference between buildout with stormwater detention and floodplain storage in place and pre-project conditions. 

cfs = cubic feet per second 

 

 As shown in Table 3.10-3, the Proposed Action would have the potential to increase peak 

flood flows over much of the site length of the drainages. However, consistent with the 

requirements of the City’s Design Guidelines, the Sierra Vista Specific Plan, and the PCFCD 

SWMM, the Proposed Action would incorporate a number of features as part of the project 

to provide safe conveyance of increased peak flows within the project site. The Proposed 

Action would include LID measures and the preservation of the West Plan tributary 

floodplain as open space, which would ensure that it would not increase flood hazards to 

downstream areas. Table 3.10-3 also compares pre-project peak flows with (1) post-project 

flows at buildout without implementing LID measures or preserving open space for 

floodplain storage and (2) post-project flows at buildout with the proposed stormwater 

detention and floodplain storage in place. Table 3.10-4 below compares pre-project water 

surface elevations at selected locations along West Plan tributary during the 100-year flood 

with post-project 100-year water surface elevations at the same sites. Since post-project flows 

would increase, the reduction in water surface elevation in most locations reflects the effect 

of the increased flood storage provided by the Proposed Action. 
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Table 3.10-4 

Pre- and Post-Project Water Surface Elevations 
 

Station Location 

Pre-Project 100-

Year Water Surface 

(HGL) 

Post-Project 100-

Year Water Surface 

(HGL) 

Change in 

Water Surface 

(feet) 

Curry Creek - West Plan Tributary 

69.0 Upstream Boundary 82.20 81.84 - 0.36 

73.3 Upstream Limit of South Fork (on-site) 82.11 82.06 - 0.05 

63 Downstream of Project Boundary 82.01 81.74 - 0.27 

    

Source: Civil Engineering Solutions, Inc. 2011 

HGL = Hydraulic Grade Line 

 

 With the added floodplain storage features in place, peak 2-year, 10-year, and 100-year 

storm flows on the project site, and peak flows delivered off-site in these events, would 

decrease in comparison to existing conditions. The project plan would create 18 acre-feet 

of additional storage within the 100-year floodplain. Consequently, although at buildout, 

the Proposed Action would modify site topography and add impervious surface, it 

would not result in significant effects related to on-site flood risks. These direct and 

indirect effects would be less than significant. Mitigation is not required. 

The Westbrook project envisions that the development on the project site would take 

place in a phased manner, and provides for backbone infrastructure, including storm 

water management, to be phased along with residential and commercial development. As 

development proceeds, residential or commercial improvements on individual parcels 

would be identified in more detail as Small Lot Tentative Maps or subsequent 

entitlements are approved. The approvals process at the parcel level will require further 

evaluation of peak flow discharges and storm water management requirements in light of 

the parcel-specific proposals, and if additional mitigation is identified as necessary, it will 

be implemented through the City approval process. Additional mitigation at the parcel-

specific or phase level cannot feasibly be designed at this time, and may not be needed, 

but if needed, will be enforced by the City under its existing permit review process. 

The Proposed Action would reduce peak flows, but would generate substantially more 

runoff from the project site which would contribute to flooding in the sump area 

upstream of the Natomas Cross Canal–Pleasant Grove Canal confluence and based on the 

significance criteria regarding on- and off-site flood hazards and for the same reasons 

detailed under the No Action Alternative listed above, this indirect effect is considered 

significant. Mitigation Measure HYDRO-1 would address this effect. As noted above, 

this measure is the same as Mitigation Measure WMM 4.12-2 in the Sierra Vista Specific 

Plan EIR and was incorporated into the project at the time that the City approved the 
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Westbrook project. Implementation of this mitigation measure would reduce the indirect 

effect to less than significant. No direct effect would occur. 

Alts. 1 

through 5 

All of the on-site alternatives would construct a moderate scale, mixed-use project on the 

project site. As the total amount of development on the site and resultant impervious 

surfaces would be approximately 22 to 38 percent fewer than the Proposed Action under 

all five on-site alternatives, the alternatives would have the potential to increase peak 

flows along the drainages by a smaller amount than the Proposed Action. Similar flood 

flow storage features would be included in each alternative and, therefore, Alternatives 1 

through 5 would also result in a less than significant direct and indirect effect related to 

on-site flooding. No mitigation is required. 

The five on-site alternatives would contribute to flooding in the sump area upstream of 

the Natomas Cross Canal–Pleasant Grove Canal confluence and based on the significance 

criteria listed above regarding on- and off-site flood hazards and for the same reasons 

presented above for the No Action Alternative, this indirect effect is considered 

significant. Mitigation Measure HYDRO-1 would address this effect. As noted above, 

this measure is the same as Mitigation Measure WMM 4.12-2 in the Sierra Vista Specific 

Plan EIR. The USACE assumes that the City of Roseville would impose the same 

mitigation measure on the on-site alternatives to address this effect, and for the reasons 

presented above, the implementation of this mitigation measure would reduce the 

indirect effect to less than significant. No direct effect would occur. 

Off-Site Alt. The Off-Site Alternative would construct a moderate scale, mixed-use project on the 

alternative site. In addition, the Off-Site Alternative would require the installation of off-

site infrastructure consisting of water, recycled water and sewer lines, and roadway 

improvements. The total amount of impervious surfaces that would be developed on the 

alternative site would be less than under the Proposed Action. Flood flow detention 

basins would be built off-site to handle the increase in storm water and reduce peak 

flows. As a result, the Off-Site Alternative would not result in significant effects related to 

on-site flooding and these direct and indirect effects would be less than significant. No 

mitigation is required. 

Similar to the No Action Alternative, Proposed Action, and other alternatives listed 

above, storm water from the Off-Site Alternative site would discharge into the Natomas 

Cross Canal and would contribute to flooding events in the sump area upstream of the 

Natomas Cross Canal–Pleasant Grove Canal confluence. Based on the significance criteria 

listed above regarding on- and off-site flood hazards and for the same reasons presented 

above for the Proposed Action, this indirect effect would be significant. The USACE 

assumes that the City would impose a mitigation measure similar to Mitigation Measure 

HYDRO-1 on this alternative and that the measure would reduce the indirect effect to a 

less than significant level. No direct effect would occur. 
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Mitigation Measure HYDRO-1: Payment of Drainage Impact Fees  

(Applicability – No Action, Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

The City shall collect the Pleasant Grove Drainage Fee from the Applicant prior to the approval of each building permit, 

which would cover the cost of retention for that development’s portion of the Roseville regional retention basin at 

Reason Farms. 

  

Impact HYDRO-2 Effects from Construction within a Floodplain 

No Action Alt. Construction within a floodplain area can be of concern because it has the potential to 

impede flood conveyance and/or redirect flood flows, and can exacerbate existing flood 

hazards or create new hazards in areas not presently subject to flooding.  

As discussed in the Affected Environment above, no portion of the project site is within 

the City’s Regulatory Floodplain. As shown in Figure 3.10-1, a portion of the project site 

is within a 100-year floodplain. This comprises the West Plan tributary corridor that 

crosses the northwestern corner of the project site. Under the No Action Alternative, the 

entire 100-year floodplain would be included in an area that is designated open space on 

the No Action Alternative land use diagram. As a result, no major structures would be 

placed within this area although minor localized construction, such the construction of a 

trail, could take place within the open space area. Because flood flows would not be 

impeded or redirected in a hazardous manner by this limited construction, this direct 

effect would be less than significant. Mitigation is not required. No indirect effect would 

occur. 

Proposed 

Action 

Compared to the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would construct a larger 

mixed-use development on the project site. However, no structures would be constructed 

within the 100-year floodplain and a trail is constructed in the open space area, the 

Proposed Action would also not substantially impede or redirect flood flows. The 

Proposed Project would modify the boundaries of the 10- and 100-year floodplains by 

building a floodplain expansion area to accommodate additional stormwater flows but 

this change would help reduce flooding and would not redirect flood flows. Based on the 

significance criteria listed above regarding construction in a floodplain that could impede 

or redirect floodwaters and for the same reasons presented above for the No Action 

Alternative, this direct effect would be less than significant. Mitigation is not required. 

No indirect effect would occur. 

Alts. 1 

through 5 

Under each on-site alternative, no major structures would be constructed within the 100-

year floodplain and no project feature would substantially impede or redirect flood flows. 

Based on the significance criteria listed above regarding construction in a floodplain that 

could impede or redirect floodwaters and for the same reasons presented above for the 

No Action Alternative, this direct effect would be less than significant for all of the on-
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site alternatives. Mitigation is not required. No indirect effect would occur. 

Off-Site Alt. A 100-year floodplain is not present on the alternative site. No major structures would be 

constructed within the City’s Regulatory Floodplain and no project feature would 

substantially impede or redirect flood flows. Based on the significance criteria listed 

above regarding construction in a floodplain that could impede or redirect floodwaters 

and for the same reasons presented above for the No Action Alternative, this direct effect 

would be less than significant for the Off-Site Alternative. Mitigation is not required. No 

indirect effect would occur. 

  

Impact HYDRO-3 Exposure to Flood Hazards related to Dam or Levee Failure  

No Action Alt.  The No Action Alternative would not expose people or structures to flood hazards 

related to a dam or levee failure. This indirect effect would be less than significant. 

Mitigation is not required. 

The project site, like the rest of the City, is within the area that could experience flooding 

in the event Folsom Lake Dikes Nos. 4, 5, and 6 fail. The National Inventory of Dams 

considers the Folsom Lake Dikes high hazard structures, reflecting a potential for loss of 

human life in the event of a failure. According to the Folsom Dam Safety and Flood 

Damage Reduction Joint Federal Project, Dikes 4, 5, and 6 could fail due to overtopping 

during a major storm event. However, the likelihood of reservoir inflows that could cause 

overtopping is extremely low, and would be reduced upon completion of the new Folsom 

Dam spillway that is currently under construction and scheduled for completion by 2015. 

Failure from piping could occur at any water surface elevation within the reservoir. In 

addition, the increased precipitation as a result of climate change could result in a 

significant effect on the hydrograph used for the dikes. If the hydrograph changes then 

some or all of the designed margin of safety, referred to as freeboard, could be lost. With 

reduced freeboard, dam operators may be forced to release increased volumes earlier in a 

storm cycle to retain the margins of safety. Early releases or spillway overflow events 

could increase flooding downstream (City of Roseville 2011). However, the project site is 

near an area where the potential hazards from inundation of the Folsom Dam would be 

low. Therefore, there would be minimal damage to property and no potential for loss of 

human life (City of Roseville 2011). No direct effect would occur. 

Proposed 

Action 

The Proposed Action would construct a moderate scale, mixed-use development on the 

project site. Based on the significance criteria listed above regarding exposure to flood 

hazards related to dam or levee failure and for the same reasons presented above for the 

No Action Alternative, the indirect effect related to dike failure would be less than 

significant under the Proposed Action. Mitigation is not required. No direct effect 

would occur. 
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Alts. 1 

through 5 

All of the on-site alternatives would construct a moderate scale, mixed-use development 

on the project site. Based on the significance criteria listed above regarding exposure to 

flood hazards related to dam or levee failure and for the same reasons presented above 

for the No Action Alternative, the indirect effect related to dike failure would be less 

than significant for all of the on-site alternatives. Mitigation is not required. No direct 

effect would occur. 

Off-Site Alt. The Off-Site Alternative would construct a moderate scale, mixed-use development on 

the alternative site. In addition, the Off-Site Alternative would require the installation of 

off-site infrastructure consisting of water, recycled water and sewer lines, and roadway 

improvements. The Off-Site Alternative site and the alignments of the off-site 

improvements are north of the dam inundation areas and would not experience flooding 

in the event Folsom Lake Dikes Nos. 4, 5, and 6 fail. Based on the significance criteria 

listed above regarding exposure to flood hazards related to dam or levee failure, the effect 

related to dike failure would be less than significant. Mitigation is not required. No 

direct effect would occur. 

  

Impact HYDRO-4 Water Quality Effects during Construction 

No Action Alt. The No Action Alternative would avoid significant effects related to water quality during 

construction. This direct effect would be less than significant. Mitigation is not required. 

The project site is generally flat with mild slopes that slope from east to west and soils 

have slight to moderate potential for soil erosion. Construction under the No Action 

Alternative would nonetheless entail ground disturbance, with the potential to result in 

accelerated erosion and delivery of increased sediment loads to surface waters in the 

project area. Construction and site finishing would also use a variety of substances with 

the potential to degrade water quality in the event they are spilled or released (such as 

vehicle fuels and lubricants, paints, paving media, adhesives, paints, fertilizers, etc.). 

However, a variety of mechanisms and policies are in place to require erosion and 

sediment control measures and appropriate handling of the various substances used in 

construction. The most important and enforceable protections are afforded through the 

NPDES permitting system. Because each construction phase is expected to exceed the 

1-acre (0.4 hectare) threshold, development under the No Action Alternative would be 

required to obtain coverage under the current Construction General Permit (Order 2009-

0009-DWQ), which is substantially more stringent than previous requirements and 

requires:  

 implementation of a SWPPP stipulating BMPs to prevent construction pollutants 

from contacting storm water and control off-site delivery of sediment and other 

construction related pollutants, 

 elimination or reduction of non-storm water discharges to storm sewer systems 
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and other jurisdictional waters, and 

 inspection and monitoring to ensure that BMPs are functioning properly.  

With NPDES compliance, which as stated in Chapter 2 is part of the development under 

the No Action Alternative, significant effects on water quality as a result of construction 

under the No Action Alternative are not anticipated. This direct effect would be less than 

significant. Mitigation is not required. No indirect effect would occur. 

Proposed 

Action  

The Proposed Action would construct a moderate scale, mixed use development on the 

project site. The total amount of development under the Proposed Action would be 

greater than the No Action Alternative. Therefore, construction activities would have a 

greater potential to result in short-term water quality effects. However, these effects 

would be minimized by compliance with the NPDES program and the Construction 

General Permit which is a part of the project. Based on the significance criteria listed 

above regarding water quality effects during construction and for the same reasons 

presented above for the No Action Alternative, the direct effects related to water quality 

during construction would be less than significant. Mitigation is not required. No 

indirect effect would occur. 

Alts. 1 

through 5 

All of the on-site alternatives would construct a moderate scale, mixed use development 

on the project site. Construction activities under each alternative would have the potential 

to result in short-term water quality effects. However, these effects would be minimized 

by compliance with the NPDES program and the Construction General Permit which is 

part of the development under Alternatives 1 through 5. Based on the significance criteria 

listed above regarding water quality effects during construction and for the same reasons 

presented above for the No Action Alternative, the direct effects related to water quality 

during construction would be less than significant under all of the on-site alternatives. 

Mitigation is not required. No indirect effect would occur. 

Off-Site Alt. The Off-Site Alternative would construct a moderate scale, mixed use development on 

the alternative site. In addition, the Off-Site Alternative would require the installation of 

off-site infrastructure consisting of water, recycled water and sewer lines, and roadway 

improvements. As the slopes and soils on this site and along the route of the off-site 

infrastructure are similar to the soils and slopes on the project site, the potential for 

erosion at this site and along the routes of the off-site infrastructure is also slight to 

moderate. Construction activities would nonetheless have the potential to result in short-

term water quality effects. These effects would be minimized by compliance with the 

NPDES program and the Construction General Permit which is part of the development 

under the Off-Site Alternative. Based on the significance criteria listed above regarding 

water quality effects during construction and for the same reasons presented above for 

the No Action Alternative, the direct effects related to water quality during construction 

would be less than significant under the Off-Site Alternative. Mitigation is not required. 

No indirect effect would occur. 
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Impact HYDRO-5 Water Quality Effects from Project Occupancy and Operation 

No Action Alt. Development under the No Action Alternative would have the potential to generate 

urban runoff that could affect water quality. This indirect effect would be significant. 

However with mitigation, the indirect effect would be reduced to a less than significant 

level. No direct effect would occur. 

The No Action Alternative would convert currently undeveloped lands to 

urban/suburban uses, including residential areas, commercial areas, roadways, parking 

areas, and developed recreational areas. The introduction of extensive impervious 

surfaces would have the potential to increase runoff from the site, and because of the 

introduction of developed uses, would also have the potential to decrease the quality of 

runoff. Runoff from the project site would be typical of developed urban areas, where a 

variety of activities contribute pollutants such as petroleum products, coliform bacteria, 

nitrogen, phosphorus, heavy metals, pesticides, herbicides, and byproducts of pavement 

wear to the runoff. If this input is uncontrolled, the long-term potential for degradation of 

receiving waters would be a significant indirect effect.  

Consistent with NPDES requirements, the City’s General Plan, and Stormwater 

Management Plan, the Sierra Vista Specific Plan (which applies to the project site) 

incorporates implementation of LID measures to reduce impervious surface and ensure 

runoff quality. The Sierra Vista Drainage and Stormwater Master Plan Amendment for 

Westbrook identifies the following types of LID strategies. 

 Disconnected roof drains allow runoff from roof systems to be treated by 

biological filtration while providing opportunities for infiltration.  

 Various types of permeable or porous pavements decrease the area of 

impervious surface and reduce runoff generation while supporting uses similar 

to conventional hardscape.  

 Separated sidewalks allow runoff to be treated before it enters the storm drain 

system. 

 Tree planting and canopy preservation would increase uptake of runoff and 

decrease the volume of runoff entering the storm drain system.  

 Addition of soil amendments in landscaped areas and stormwater features can 

create voids that detain runoff, reducing runoff delivery to surface waters and 

fostering infiltration. In residential areas, this could entail amending landscape 

strips adjacent to roadways or other paved areas. In commercial areas, soil 

amendments are likely to be limited to “stormwater planter” areas. Along 

roadways, soil amendments can be used where roadway runoff is diverted into 

landscaped areas. 

 Stream buffers provide opportunities for sheet flow runoff to be captured and 

bio-treated before it enters jurisdictional waters. 
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 Vegetated swales, which will be required at all storm drain outfalls, provide 

opportunities for infiltration, as well as additional treatment. 

 Stormwater retention allows filtering and trapping of particulate before runoff 

enters the storm drainage system. 

The Drainage and Stormwater Master Plan identifies proposed locations for water quality 

treatment measures based on the current understanding of likely development patterns. 

These locations will be refined at the vesting tentative map and site development stage 

when more detailed plans are prepared. Although these measures are identified in the 

Sierra Vista Stormwater Master Plan, the City in its evaluation of water quality impacts 

concluded that the effect would still be significant. The USACE also finds that the 

potential effects of urban runoff would be significant.  

Mitigation Measure HYDRO-5 would address this effect. This measure is the same as 

Mitigation Measure 4.13-2 in the Sierra Vista Specific Plan EIR and requires the City to 

condition development approval on the inclusion of source and treatment control 

measures consistent with City and NPDES standards current at the time of approval. By 

ensuring that all development incorporates adequate measures to prevent urban runoff 

from the project site from significantly degrading the quality of surface waters, the Sierra 

Vista Specific Plan EIR concluded that this mitigation measure, in conjunction with 

compliance with NPDES regulations and low impact development (LID) measures, 

would reduce the effect to a less than significant level (City of Roseville 2010a). The 

USACE assumes that the City of Roseville would impose the same mitigation measure on 

the No Action Alternative to address this effect. The USACE agrees with the conclusion in 

the Sierra Vista Specific Plan EIR and also finds that this indirect effect would be reduced 

to less than significant with mitigation. No direct effect would occur. 

Proposed 

Action 

Development under the Proposed Action would have the potential to generate urban 

runoff that could affect water quality. As with the No Action Alternative, the Proposed 

Action would comply with NPDES requirements and implement the provisions of the 

Sierra Vista Drainage and Stormwater Master Plan. However, for the same reasons 

presented above, the indirect effect would still be significant. Mitigation would be 

implemented to address this effect. Mitigation Measure HYDRO-5 would require the 

City to condition development approval on the inclusion of source and treatment control 

measures consistent with City and NPDES standards current at the time of approval. As 

noted above, this measure is the same as Mitigation Measure 4.13-2 in the Sierra Vista 

Specific Plan EIR and was incorporated into the Proposed Action at the time of project 

approval. Based on the significance criteria listed above regarding water quality effects 

during operation, the implementation of this mitigation measure would reduce the 

indirect effect to less than significant. No direct effect would occur. 
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Alts. 1 

through 5 

All of the on-site alternatives would construct a moderate-scale mixed-use development 

on the project site. Impervious surfaces under all five alternatives would be reduced 

compared to the Proposed Action by 22 to 38 percent. As all of the on-site alternatives 

would have a smaller footprint of development and a smaller number of dwelling units 

than the Proposed Action, all alternatives would have a lower potential to affect surface 

water quality than the Proposed Action. Of the on-site alternatives, the Half Acre Fill 

Alternative would have the greatest amount of open space, smallest development 

footprint, and the fewest residential units. Therefore, the Half Acre Fill Alternative would 

have the smallest effect on surface water quality. Of the on-site alternatives, the Central 

Preserve Alternative has the least amount of open space, and the Reduced 

Footprint/Increased Density Alternative has the greatest number of dwelling units. 

Therefore, those two alternatives would have a greater potential to degrade surface water 

quality than the other on-site alternatives. However, compared to existing conditions, 

urban land uses that would be developed on the project site under all on-site alternatives 

would have the potential to degrade surface water quality. Based on the significance 

criteria listed above regarding water quality effects during operation and for the same 

reasons presented above for the No Action Alternative, this represents a significant 

indirect effect. However, as with the No Action Alternative, Mitigation Measure 

HYDRO-5 would ensure that all development minimizes its effect on surface water 

quality. As noted above, this measure is the same as Mitigation Measure 4.13-2 in the 

Sierra Vista Specific Plan EIR. The USACE assumes that the City of Roseville would 

impose the same mitigation measure on the on-site alternatives to address this effect, and 

for the reasons presented above, the implementation of this mitigation measure would 

reduce the indirect effect to less than significant. No direct effect would occur. 

Off-Site Alt. The Off-Site Alternative would construct a moderate scale mixed-use project on the 

alternative site. In addition, the Off-Site Alternative would require the installation of off-

site infrastructure consisting of water, recycled water and sewer lines, and roadway 

improvements. Increased impervious surfaces and urban uses on that site would also 

have the potential to degrade surface water quality. Based on the significance criteria 

listed above regarding water quality effects during operation and for the same reasons 

presented above for the No Action Alternative, this represents a significant indirect 

effect. However, Mitigation Measure HYDRO-5 would ensure that all development 

minimizes its effect on surface water quality. The USACE assumes that the City would 

impose Mitigation Measure HYDRO-5 on the Off-Site Alternative. With implementation 

of Mitigation Measure HYDRO-5, the USACE finds that the measure would reduce the 

indirect effect to less than significant. No direct effect would occur. 
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Mitigation Measure HYDRO-5: Stormwater Management Standards 

(Applicability – No Action, Proposed Action, and All Alternatives) 

At the tentative map or site development stage, development shall be conditioned to include source control and 

treatment control measures to include LID strategies and BMP treatment as required by the City’s then current design 

standards and the City’s then current General Phase II NPDES Permit issued by the state. The measures would 

include, but are not limited to the measures identified above, and in Table IV.B.2 Applicable LID Measures by 

Development Type, found in the Sierra Vista Drainage and Stormwater Master Plan found in Appendix O of the Sierra 

Vista Specific Plan EIR prepared by the City of Roseville.  

  

Impact HYDRO-6 Effect of Tertiary Treated Effluent on Pleasant Grove Creek  

No Action Alt. Development under the No Action Alternative would not result in wastewater flows that 

would cause an exceedance of applicable effluent discharge standards or limits and, 

therefore, the indirect effect on water quality would be less than significant. No 

mitigation is required. No direct effect would occur. 

As discussed in more detail in Section 3.15 Utilities and Service Systems, of this EIS, the 

Pleasant Grove Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP), which would serve the 

development under the No Action Alternative, discharges treated effluent into Pleasant 

Grove Creek under NPDES Permit No. CA0084573, adopted June 12, 2008. This permit 

currently authorizes discharge of an average dry weather flow (ADWF) of up to 

12 million gallons per day (mgd) (45 million liters per day [mld]), with the permitted limit 

increasing to an ADWF discharge of 15 mgd (57 mld) when planned new treatment 

facilities are added (City of Roseville 2010a).  

Water quality effects associated with further increases in treatment capacity at the WWTP 

have been analyzed in two previous environmental documents: the EIR prepared for the 

Roseville Regional Wastewater Treatment Service Area Master Plan (City of Roseville 

1996) (Wastewater Master Plan [WWMP] EIR), which analyzed an increase of up to 29.5 

mgd (111.7 mld) ADWF, and the West Roseville Specific Plan EIR (City of Roseville 2004), 

which analyzed an increase of up to 24.7 mgd (93.5 mld) ADWF. An additional analysis 

was completed in 2006 by the City to evaluate the cumulative effects associated with 

treatment and discharge of all foreseeable wastewater flows from future urban growth 

areas (UGAs)2, including those outside the then-current service area (Merritt Smith 

Consulting 2006). The Merritt Smith analysis calculated the estimated future ADWF from 

the treatment plant’s service area as of 2005 plus flow from the UGAs located outside the 

2005 service area as 23.4 mgd (88.6 mld) (City of Roseville 2010a).  

The Merritt Smith analysis confirmed the WWMP EIR finding that significant effects on 

                                                        
2 The UGAs included the project site. The Merritt Smith analysis took wastewater flows from the project site into 

account. The flows analyzed equaled the flows associated with project site buildout under the Proposed Action.  
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several aspects of water quality (thermal loading, trace metals/organic pollutants, and 

dissolved oxygen levels) would occur as a result of increased discharge of treated effluent 

to Pleasant Grove Creek but concluded that mitigation identified in the WWMP EIR, 

which would apply to the WWTP expansion project, would be adequate to reduce effects 

to a less than significant level.  

As development under the No Action Alternative would generate less wastewater than 

was analyzed for the project site in the WWMP EIR, development under the No Action 

Alternative would not result in wastewater flows that would cause the WWTP to exceed 

applicable effluent discharge standards or limits. The indirect effect of the No Action 

Alternative on water quality would be less than significant. No mitigation is required. 

No direct effect would occur. 

Proposed 

Action  

The Proposed Action would construct a mixed-use development on the project site. As 

the development under the Proposed Action would be larger than under the No Action 

Alternative, this alternative would have increased effects related to discharge of 

wastewater to the WWTP. As explained above, the analysis in the WWMP EIR and the 

subsequent analysis by Merritt Smith took into account the buildout of the project site 

under the Proposed Action, and the analysis concluded that increased discharge of 

treated effluent from the expanded WWTP would not result in significant water quality 

impacts. Therefore, development under the Proposed Action would not result in 

wastewater flows that would cause the WWTP to exceed applicable effluent discharge 

standards or limits. The indirect effect of the No Action Alternative on water quality 

would be less than significant. No mitigation is required. No direct effect would occur. 

Alts. 1 

through 5 

All of the on-site alternatives would construct a moderate scale, mixed use project on the 

project site that would be smaller than the Proposed Action in terms of the number of 

housing units and other land development. Therefore, the effects related to discharge of 

wastewater to the WWTP would be similar to those of the No Action Alternative and the 

Proposed Action. Therefore, development under Alternatives 1 through 5 would not 

result in wastewater flows that would cause the WWTP to exceed applicable effluent 

discharge standards or limits. The indirect effect of the No Action Alternative on water 

quality would be less than significant. Mitigation is not required. No direct effect would 

occur. 

Off-Site Alt. The Off-Site Alternative would construct a moderate scale, mixed-use project on the 

alternative site. Wastewater would be pumped from the alternative site to the same 

WWTP that would serve the No Action Alternative and the Proposed Action. As the 

volume of discharge to the WWTP from that site would be similar to that from the 

development of the project site, development under the Off-Site Alternative would not 

result in wastewater flows that would cause the WWTP to exceed applicable effluent 

discharge standards or limits. The indirect effect of the Off-Site Alternative on water 

quality would be less than significant. Mitigation is not required. No direct effect would 

occur. 
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Impact HYDRO-7 Effect on Groundwater Recharge  

No Action Alt. The No Action Alternative would have a less than significant indirect effect on 

groundwater recharge, as the project site is not important for groundwater recharge, and 

project site development would require implementation of LID measures with tempering 

effects on infiltration. Mitigation is not required. No direct effect would occur. 

As discussed in Groundwater Hydrology, the project site is in the North American 

subbasin of the Sacramento Valley groundwater basin. The No Action Alternative would 

add about 275 acres (111 hectares) of development footprint and increased hardscape to a 

currently undeveloped site, which will increase the impervious surfaces thereby reducing 

the potential for infiltration. However, the entire area in the vicinity of the project site, 

including the Placer County and Bear River subareas are estimated to contribute only 

about 5 percent of the 830,000 acre-feet per year (102,379 hectare-meter) of total recharge 

to the Sacramento Valley groundwater basin (California Department of Water Resources 

1978). The Placer County subarea alone contributes 1.6 percent of the total recharge in the 

Sacramento Valley, and hardpan and claypan soils in the project area likely further limit 

recharge in this vicinity (City of Roseville 2004). As a result, the project site is not a 

significant recharge area. The indirect effect on groundwater recharge from increased 

impervious surfaces would be less than significant. Moreover, under the No Action 

Alternative, implementation of Mitigation Measure HYDRO-5 (City of Roseville 2010a; 

see discussion in Impact HYDRO-5 above), would incorporate a number of LID features 

that would increase infiltration by comparison with conventional hardscape, including 

disconnected roof drains; permeable and porous pavements; vegetated swales and other 

types of stormwater retention and runoff treatment features; and mandatory use of soil 

amendments in some settings. Mitigation Measure HYDRO-5 would further reduce the 

effect. No direct effect would occur. 

Proposed 

Action 

The Proposed Action would construct a larger mixed-use development on the project site 

compared to the No Action Alternative. Due to a larger development footprint (361 acres 

[146 hectares]) and increased hardscape, the Proposed Action would have a greater effect 

on groundwater recharge than the No Action Alternative. However, based on the 

significance criteria listed above regarding the effect on groundwater levels due to 

reduced recharge and for the same reasons presented above for the No Action 

Alternative, the indirect effect on groundwater recharge would be less than significant 

under the Proposed Action. Mitigation Measure HYDRO-5 would further reduce the 

effect. No direct effect would occur. 
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Alts. 1 

through 5 

All of the on-site alternatives would construct a moderate scale, mixed-use project on the 

project site. The development footprint and hardscape for three of the on-site alternatives, 

the Reduced Footprint/Increased Density, Reduced Footprint/Same Density, and Central 

Preserve Alternatives, would be 271 acres (109 hectares) which would be similar to the 

No Action Alternative. Therefore the effects related to groundwater recharge would be 

similar. The other two alternatives, One Acre Fill and Half Acre Fill would have smaller 

development footprints, 236 acres (95 hectares) and 223 acres (90 hectares) respectively. 

Therefore, the effects related to groundwater recharge would be smaller. Based on the 

significance criteria listed above regarding the effect on groundwater levels due to 

reduced groundwater recharge and for the same reasons presented above for the No 

Action Alternative, the indirect effect on groundwater recharge would be less than 

significant under all of the on-site alternatives. Mitigation Measure HYDRO-5 would 

further reduce the effect. No direct effect would occur. 

Off-Site Alt. The Off-Site Alternative would construct a moderate scale, mixed-use project on the 

alternative site. In addition, the Off-Site Alternative would require the installation of off-

site infrastructure consisting of water, recycled water and sewer lines and roadway 

improvements. The alternative site does not contain hardpan soils that are not amenable 

to infiltration; therefore, there are more areas on this site where soils allow for better 

infiltration. The development footprint and hardscape at this site and along the off-site 

infrastructure routes would be slightly less than under the Proposed Action but greater 

than the No Action Alternative and on-site alternatives. Therefore, development of the 

proposed project at the alternate site would have an effect on groundwater recharge that 

would be less than the effect of the Proposed Action but greater than the No Action 

Alternative. Based on the significance criteria listed above regarding the effect on 

groundwater levels due to reduced groundwater recharge and for the same reasons 

presented above for the No Action Alternative, the indirect effect would still be less than 

significant. Mitigation Measure HYDRO-5 would further reduce the effect. No direct 

effect would occur. 

  

Impact HYDRO-8 Effects on Groundwater Basin from Groundwater Withdrawal 

No Action Alt. The No Action Alternative would have a less than significant indirect effect on the 

groundwater basin, as development proposed under the No Action Alternative would 

not require the withdrawal of groundwater in quantities that could result in an 

exceedance of the basin’s safe yield. Mitigation is not required. No direct effect would 

occur. 

Water supply impacts are analyzed comprehensively in Section 3.15 Utilities and Service 

Systems of this EIS. This analysis focuses specifically on the potential for project-related 
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use of groundwater to result in withdrawals in excess of the basin’s safe yield.  

Development under the No Action Alternative would substantially increase water 

demand by adding population to the City of Roseville. During wet and normal water 

years, the City plans to continue its current practice of using a combination of surface and 

recycled water supply, with groundwater used only for emergency backup if recycled 

water supply is insufficient. During dry years, the City would continue to incorporate 

groundwater use as well as instituting mandatory water conservation; this is also 

consistent with current practices (City of Roseville 2010a). The City has used the 

following two approaches to estimate groundwater demand during dry years: 

1. The Water Forum, a multi-agency regional stakeholder group focused on 

protection of the Lower American River and related water supply issues, in 

which the City is a participant, estimates that groundwater would need to be 

used in 15 years out of every 100 to achieve sufficient supply, with a 20 percent 

conservation effort in place. Citywide groundwater need in such years—

reflecting demand generated by existing and planned development, inclusive of 

development under the Proposed Action (which is a greater amount of 

development than under the No Action Alternative) —was estimated to range up 

to 7,320 acre-feet per year (afy) (903 hectare-meter per year [hmy]) and a total of 

32,224 acre-feet (3,975 hectare-meters) for the 100-year analysis period. The 

Citywide demand for groundwater was not separately calculated for the No 

Action Alternative. Over the same period, a total of 267,835 acre-feet (33,037 

hectare-meters) of groundwater is expected to be banked as a result of fallowing 

Reason Farms, assuming that banking occurs in all but dry and driest years 

(85 years X 3,151 afy [389 hmy] = 267,835 acre-feet [33,037 hectare-meters]) (City 

of Roseville 2012). Use of groundwater to supplement recycled water supply 

under the No Action Alternative would result in less of a demand than the 

Proposed Action. The No Action Alternative would construct fewer homes with a 

smaller development footprint. Therefore, the demand would be less than the 

total projected volume of groundwater banked at Reason Farms over the 100-year 

period. 

2. An alternate approach to assessing groundwater demand was based on 

projections in the federal Central Valley Project/State Water Project Operations 

Criteria and Plan (OCAP) (U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 2004). OCAP anticipates 

14 years out of 100 would require groundwater pumping to achieve sufficient 

supply. Estimates of Citywide groundwater demand, including that needed to 

supply the Proposed Action at buildout, range up to 7,320 afy (903 hmy) and total 

to 60,812 acre-feet (7,501 hectare-meters) over the 100-year analysis period (City 

of Roseville 2012). The Citywide demand for groundwater was not separately 

calculated for the No Action Alternative. Over the same period, a total of 270,986 

acre-feet (33,426 hectare-meters) of groundwater is expected to be banked as a 

result of fallowing Reason Farms, assuming that banking occurs in all but dry 

and driest years (86 years X 3,151 afy [389 hmy] = 270,986 acre-feet [33,426 

hectare-meters) (City of Roseville 2012). The No Action Alternative would result 

in less demand for groundwater than the Proposed Action. Therefore, even with 

this expanded (more conservative) estimate, Citywide demand for groundwater 
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would be below the amount banked at Reason Farms. 

Therefore, under either scenario, Citywide groundwater demand, including the demand 

associated with the No Action Alternative, would be accommodated relying only on 

groundwater saved by removing Reason Farms from rice production, and the 

development proposed under the No Action Alternative would not result in groundwater 

withdrawal that would cause an exceedance of the basin’s safe yield. This indirect effect 

on the groundwater basin is considered less than significant. Mitigation is not required. 

No direct effect would occur. 

Proposed 

Action 

The Proposed Action would construct a larger mixed-use development on the project site. 

Use of groundwater to supplement recycled water supply under the Proposed Action 

would result in an additional demand of 220 acre-feet (27 hectare-meters) over a 100-year 

period, assuming withdrawal of 1.8 mgd (6.8 mld) over a period of two days once every 

five years. Under Water Forum conditions, total groundwater demand in the City of 

Roseville would equate to 32,224 acre-feet (3,975 hectare-meters) of groundwater demand 

plus 220 acre-feet (27 hectare-meters) for a total of 32,444 acre-feet (4,002 hectare-meters). 

Under OCAP conditions, total groundwater demand in the City of Roseville would 

equate to 60,812 acre-feet (7,501 hectare-meters) of groundwater demand plus 220 acre-

feet (27 hectare-meters) for a total of 61,032 acre-feet (7,528 hectare-meters). These 

groundwater usage projections would be substantially less than the total projected 

amount banked at Reason Farms under Water Forum conditions 267,835 acre-feet 

(33,037 hectare-meters) or OCAP conditions 270,986 acre-feet (33,426 hectare-meters) over 

the 100-year period. Therefore, the development proposed under the Proposed Action 

would not involve groundwater withdrawal that would cause an exceedance of the 

basin’s safe yield and the indirect effect on the groundwater basin would be less than 

significant under the Proposed Action. Mitigation is not required. No direct effect 

would occur. 

Alts. 1 

through 5 

All of the on-site alternatives would construct a project broadly similar to No Action 

Alternative. Use of groundwater to supplement recycled water supply under all of the 

on-site alternatives would result in additional demand. The on-site alternatives would 

construct significantly fewer residential units and have a smaller development footprint. 

Therefore, the groundwater need would be less than that of the Proposed Project and 

would not exceed the amount of groundwater banked at Reason Farms. Therefore, the 

development proposed under the on-site alternatives would not involve groundwater 

withdrawal that would cause an exceedance of the basin’s safe yield and the indirect 

effect on the groundwater basin would be less than significant. Mitigation is not 

required. No direct effect would occur. 

Off-Site Alt. The Off-Site Alternative would construct a project broadly similar to the No Action 

Alternative on the alternative site. In addition, the Off-Site Alternative would require the 

installation of off-site infrastructure consisting of water, recycled water and sewer lines 
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and roadway improvements. Water supply at the alternative site would be pumped from 

the City of Roseville water supply system. Use of groundwater to supplement recycled 

water supply under the Off-Site Alternative would result in additional demand for 

groundwater. The Off-Site Alternative would construct a project with a similar 

development footprint, but fewer residential units. Therefore, the groundwater need 

would be similar to or less than that of the Proposed Project and would not exceed the 

amount of groundwater banked at Reason Farms. Therefore, the development proposed 

under the Off-Site Alternative would not involve groundwater withdrawal that would 

cause an exceedance of the basin’s safe yield and the indirect effect on the groundwater 

basin would be less than significant. Mitigation is not required. No direct effect would 

occur. 

  

3.10.6 RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS 

All of the direct and indirect effects would either be less than significant or would be reduced to a less than 

significant level with mitigation. There would be no residual significant effects for the Proposed Action and 

any of the alternatives. 

3.10.7 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

Cumulative Impact HYDRO-1 Flooding, Water Quality, and Groundwater 

No Action 

Alt., 

Proposed 

Action, Alts. 

1 through 5 

Cumulative development in the study area, including the No Action Alternative, Proposed 

Action, and Alternatives 1 through 5, would increase the amount of impervious surfaces, 

which would in turn generate increased storm water runoff and would have the potential to 

result in downstream flooding and water quality impacts in the Curry Creek watershed. 

Cumulative urban development would also have the potential to affect groundwater levels 

through potential reduction in recharge and from withdrawal of groundwater for 

consumptive use. For reasons presented below, the contribution from the No Action 

Alternative, Proposed Action, and Alternatives 1 through 5 to these cumulative impacts 

would be less than significant. 

Flooding 

Storm water runoff produced by the No Action Alternative, Proposed Action, Alternatives 1 

through 5 would drain into the West Plan tributaries and eventually into the Pleasant Grove 

Canal via Curry Creek. Projects upstream and east of State Route 65 in Lincoln and Rocklin 

have constructed or have planned regional detention storage basins along Pleasant Grove 

Creek and its tributaries. City of Roseville General Plan Policy 6 and Placer County General 

Plan Policy 4.E.11 require that individual projects mitigate their direct contribution of 

increased surface water flows to minimize the potential for increased on- and off-site 

flooding (City of Roseville 2010a; Placer County 1994b). As described above, the City is 
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planning a regional stormwater retention basin at Reason Farms which is intended to detain 

flows until the waters in the Natomas Cross Canal recede. The regional retention basin will 

serve existing and future development in the Pleasant Grove Creek and Curry Creek 

watersheds. The regional retention facility, which is approved for construction, is 

anticipated to be constructed in year 2015 or after. The No Action Alternatives, Proposed 

Action, and Alternatives 1 through 5 would contribute storm water mitigation fees that 

would go towards the construction of this regional storm water detention capacity at Reason 

Farms. Although storm water from the project site would not be pumped up to this 

detention basin in Reason Farms, the facility has been designed to detain an equivalent 

volume of water that would be generated at the project site. The detention facility would 

detain the equivalent volume of storm water (generated primarily by existing development 

in the watershed) and would allow the Proposed Action or any of the alternatives to 

discharge that volume into Pleasant Grove Canal and eventually Natomas Cross Canal. The 

regional facility may be used by not just projects in the City’s jurisdiction but also projects in 

Lincoln, Rocklin, or unincorporated Placer County. 

To the extent that future projects in these watersheds elect not to participate in the City’s fee 

program for flood control via the regional detention facility, Placer County will require each 

project to provide on-site detention to avoid contributing flows that would exasperate the 

downstream flooding problem as described in the Stormwater Management Manual (Placer 

County 1994a). Three projects in unincorporated Placer County (Placer Vineyards, Regional 

University, and Placer Parkway) incorporate on-site detention capacity and other measures 

to avoid downstream flooding (Placer County 2006; Placer County 2008; Placer County 

2007). Therefore, increased runoff from cumulative development in the Curry Creek and 

Pleasant Grove Creek watersheds is not expected to result in adverse downstream flooding 

impacts. The contribution of the No Action Alternative, Proposed Action, and Alternatives 1 

through 5 would be less than significant. 

Water Quality 

Development on the project site would drain into the West Plan tributaries of Curry Creek. 

Changes in water quality could occur as a result of project construction activities. Similarly, 

other urban development would also involve soil disturbing construction activities, such as 

vegetation removal, grading, and excavation. These soil disturbances would expose soil to 

wind and water-generated erosion. As previously described, sediment from erosion can 

have long and short-term water quality effects, including increased turbidity, which could 

result in adverse impacts on fish and wildlife habitat and the physical integrity of stream 

channels. 

The City requires that erosion control plans be prepared and approved by the City to reduce 

water quality impacts during construction activities (Roseville Municipal Code Section 

16.20.040 Grading plans). In addition, all construction projects that would disturb 1 acre or 
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more would be required to comply with the applicable State General Permit (2009-0009-

DWQ Construction General Permit) requirements for storm water runoff during 

construction which would reduce potential degradation of receiving water quality 

attributable to the Proposed Action (or any of the alternatives) as well as other development 

in the Curry Creek watershed. 

With respect to post-construction storm water runoff, all new development in the study area 

would be required to comply with National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 

(NPDES) requirements related to post-construction runoff. In addition, the City’s General 

Plan and Storm Water Quality Design Manual require that urban runoff measures, including 

Best Management Practices (BMPs), LID measures and buffer areas, be implemented as part 

of individual project development to protect water quality from pollutants in urban runoff. 

Similarly, new development located in unincorporated Placer County is subject to the 

County’s Storm Water Management Plan requirements and is required to include storm 

water quality improvements and LID measures to reduce the volumetric increase in flows as 

well as improve water quality (Placer County 1994a). As a result of existing regulations and 

local requirements, the contribution of the No Action Alternative, Proposed Action, and 

Alternatives 1 through 5 to a cumulative impact on water quality from urban runoff would 

be less than significant. 

Groundwater Use 

The cumulative context for groundwater impacts is the North American River groundwater 

sub-basin that generally underlies western Placer County and northern Sacramento County. 

The sub basin is located within the Sacramento Valley Groundwater Basin. It includes a 

surface area of 548 square miles (1,429 square kilometers) (City of Roseville 2010a).  

Urban growth in northern Sacramento County beginning in the 1950s increased the demand 

on groundwater such that the groundwater elevation trend along the Sacramento/Placer 

County line began to show a steady decline of 1 to 1.5 feet (0.3 to 0.46 meter) per year (City 

of Roseville 2010a). Groundwater elevations continued to decline at a relatively steady rate 

through the droughts of 1976 to 1977 and 1987 to 1992. The effect of the 1987 to 1992 

droughts on groundwater elevations in most of the basin was however relatively minor; 

with the 1990 groundwater levels about 5 to 10 feet (1.52 to 3.05 meters) lower than the 1985 

conditions (City of Roseville 2010a). 

The regional groundwater management efforts are focused on controlling the fluctuations in 

groundwater levels to keep them within an acceptable range. The City of Roseville, the City 

of Lincoln, the Placer County Water Agency (PCWA), and the California American Water 

Company have cooperatively developed the Western Placer County Groundwater 

Management Plan (WPCGMP). The overarching goal of the WPCGMP is to maintain the 

quality and ensure the long-term availability of groundwater to meet backup, emergency, 

and peak demands without adversely affecting other groundwater uses within the 
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WPCGMP area. The Water Forum Agreement currently represents the most likely long-term 

plan for development of groundwater and surface water supplies in Placer and Sacramento 

counties, and it reflects projected land use and water demand throughout the two counties 

in year 2030 as envisioned in current approved general plans (City of Roseville 2010a). 

Groundwater is not used for consumptive uses in the City of Roseville under normal water 

conditions. It is used in dry years to supplement surface and recycled water supplies, and 

during peak times, to supplement pumping constraints. If recycled or surface water is not 

available to serve the need of the No Action Alternative, Proposed Action, and Alternatives 

1 through 5, groundwater would be used to supplement supplies. The supplemental 

groundwater supply needed for the Proposed Action would be up to 220 acre-feet 

(27 hectare-meters) over a 100-year period. The No Action Alternative and Alternatives 1 

through 5 would demand lower amount of supplemental groundwater because they would 

involve mixed use communities that would be smaller than the community under the 

Proposed Action. In addition, nearby Placer County projects could use groundwater in the 

short-term. However, because of the sustained recoveries of groundwater elevation since 

1997 and the significant efforts to protect groundwater resources in the region, the 

cumulative impact on groundwater resources would not be substantial. The use of aquifer 

storage and recovery, which is an element of the groundwater management plan, would 

ensure that surplus water is injected in the groundwater basin to ensure no net decrease in 

groundwater levels. The contribution of the No Action Alternative, Proposed Action, and 

Alternatives 1 through 5 to a long-term net effect on groundwater resources is expected to be 

less than significant. 

Groundwater Recharge 

Development in the City of Roseville would result in new impervious surfaces by converting 

primarily undeveloped grazing land to urban uses. As discussed in Section 3.10, recharge 

occurs primarily along stream channels and through applied irrigation water. Furthermore, 

less than 5 percent of total recharge into the Sacramento Valley groundwater basin under 

natural conditions is attributable to Placer County (City of Roseville 2010a). This is because 

much of western Placer County consists of hydrologic group “d” soils, which are 

characterized by high runoff and low infiltration potential. Other areas of the City of 

Roseville and western Placer County are situated on soil and rock units similar to the project 

site, and do not have water intensive irrigation uses (City of Roseville 2010a). Given the low 

levels of recharge that occurs under existing conditions, the fact that the Proposed Action 

(and other foreseeable development in the area) would protect and maintain creek corridors 

where infiltration would continue to occur, and the fact that the Proposed Action (and all 

future development) would include LID measures to infiltrate runoff to the extent feasible, 

the contribution of the Proposed Action or any of the on-site alternatives to a cumulative 

effect on recharge would be less than significant. 
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Off-Site Alt. The contribution of the Off-Site Alternative to cumulative effects related to hydrology and 

water quality would be similar to that of the No Action Alternative, Proposed Action, and 

Alternatives 1 through 5, but at the alternative location to the northeast of the project site. 

The principal water body at the alternative site is the seasonal Pleasant Grove Creek 

tributary, which crosses the southeast corner of the alternative site. Similar to the project site, 

this site also does not contain any other permanent water features but does contain some 

areas with concentrations of vernal pools that pond seasonally. Based on the significance 

criteria listed above and for the same reasons presented for the No Action Alternative, 

Proposed Action, and Alternatives 1 through 5, of the contribution of the Off-Site 

Alternative to the cumulative effects described above would be less than significant. 
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3.11 LAND USE AND PLANNING 

3.11.1 INTRODUCTION 

This section describes the existing land uses in the project vicinity that could be affected by 

implementation of the Proposed Action and its alternatives. It also describes the relevant land use plans, 

policies, and regulations governing the project area affected by the alternatives considered in this Draft 

EIS. The focus of this section is the evaluation of the consistency of the Proposed Action and its 

alternatives with applicable land use plans and policies. Impacts on agricultural and recreational land 

uses, as well as those related to growth inducement, are discussed in other sections of this EIS.  

Sources of information used in this analysis include: 

 The EIR prepared for the Sierra Vista Specific Plan by the City (City of Roseville 2010a); 

 Land use policies listed in the City of Roseville 2025 General Plan (City of Roseville 2010b); and 

 Regulations listed in the City of Roseville Zoning Ordinance (City of Roseville 2006).  

3.11.2 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

The Proposed Action is located in southwestern Roseville within a portion of western Placer County 

characterized by gently rolling topography and large, open annual grassland areas. The City of Roseville 

is the largest of the six incorporated cities in Placer County. Roseville’s planning area includes 

approximately 42.2 square miles (109 square kilometers) of incorporated lands as well as an additional 

4,854 acres, (1,964 hectares) which make up the City’s sphere of influence. The City consists of a wide 

range of existing land uses, including approximately 1,185 acres (480 hectares) of residential 

development, 2,095 acres (848 hectares) of commercial/retail uses, 840 acres (340 hectares) of office uses, 

and 2,559 acres (1,036 hectares) of industrial uses. In addition, there are an estimated 2,961 acres 

(1,198 hectares) of open space and 2,094 acres (847 hectares) of park and recreation uses (City of Roseville 

2010a).  

3.11.2.1 Project Site – Existing Land Uses and Designations 

The Proposed Action and on-site alternatives would implement the Westbrook project, which would 

allow for future development of approximately 397 acres (161 hectares) of the project site with a mix of 

land uses.  

The project site is within City limits. The Westbrook project proposes a mix of land uses within the plan 

area, including 2,029 single- and multi-family residential units, 43 acres (17 hectares) of commercial and 

office uses, 11 acres (4 hectares) of public/quasi-public uses (such as schools), 16 acres (6 hectares) of 

parks, 37 acres (15 hectares) of open space, and 35 acres (14 hectares) of major roadways, paseos, and 

landscape corridors. 

The vast majority of the project site is undeveloped and used for cattle grazing. One set of power lines 

extend through the project site in a north-south direction along the proposed alignment of Westbrook 

Boulevard.  
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The City of Roseville 2025 General Plan currently designates the project site for Low Density Residential, 

Medium Density Residential, High Density Residential, Community Commercial, Community 

Commercial (Community Mixed Use), Public/Quasi-Public, Park, and Open Space. The same 

designations also apply to the project site under the City of Roseville Zoning Ordinance. 

3.11.2.2 Existing and Planned Land Uses in the Vicinity of Project Site 

Lands to the north and east of the project site are located within the West Roseville Specific Plan area. 

Only land to the east of the project site within the West Roseville Specific Plan area is developed at this 

time. Land to the south of the project site is located within the Sierra Vista Specific Plan area, and is not 

developed at this time.  

Adjacent unincorporated areas in Placer County are located to the west of the project site. These areas 

currently include land under agricultural rice production and undeveloped dry pastureland. A majority 

of the lands to the west are associated with the Regional University and Community Specific Plan, which 

is a County-approved project comprising approximately 1,100 acres (445 hectares) and consisting of two 

components – a 600-acre (243-hectare) area designated for a private university campus and a 558-acre 

(226 hectare) community designated for residential and commercial uses. 

Another County-approved large-scale development project in the vicinity of the project site is the Placer 

Vineyards Specific Plan project. This project is located south of Baseline Road on approximately 

5,000 acres (2,023 hectares) and consists of approximately 14,000 residential units and 6 million square 

feet (0.5 million square meters) of non-residential development. 

3.11.2.3 Alternative Site – Existing Land Uses and Designations 

The alternative site is approximately 406 acres (164 hectares) in size and is approximately 3 miles 

(4.8 kilometers) to the northeast of the project site along Foothill Boulevard. The site is located in 

unincorporated Placer County, outside the City of Roseville’s Sphere of Influence (SOI), within the Sunset 

Industrial Area Plan area. The alternative site is bounded by undeveloped land to the north, industrial 

development to the east, residential development within the City of Roseville’s North Industrial area and 

the North Roseville Specific Plan area to the south, and undeveloped land to the west. Current land uses 

within the alternative site include undeveloped dry pastureland. 

The Sunset Industrial Area Plan currently designates the alternative site for industrial uses. The 

alternative site is designated in the Placer County Zoning Ordinance as Industrial Park combining Design 

Scenic Corridor (INP-Dc), Industrial Park combining Design Scenic Corridor combining Flood Hazards 

(INP-Dc-FH), General Commercial combining Use Permit combining Design Scenic Corridor (C2-UP-Dc), 

and Farm combining building site, minimum 160 acres, combining Development Reserve (F-B-X-DR 160). 
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3.11.2.4 Existing and Planned Land Uses in the Vicinity of Off-Site Alternative Site 

The alternative site is surrounded by unincorporated areas of Placer County to the west, north, and east, 

and the City of Roseville to the south. The unincorporated areas include industrial uses to the east and 

undeveloped dry pastureland to the north and west. Land uses in the City of Roseville include residential 

areas located in the North Industrial Plan area and the North Roseville Specific Plan area. The Western 

Regional Landfill is located approximately 1 mile (1.6 kilometers) to the northwest of the alternative site. 

Lands to the north, east, and west of the alternative site are also located in the Sunset Industrial Area 

Plan. Lands to the north and west are planned for industrial uses while lands to the east are planned for 

both for both industrial and commercial use. Land to the south is built out with residential uses and no 

additional uses on these lands are planned at this time. 

Lands along the alignments of the off-site infrastructure between Industrial Boulevard to the east and 

Fiddyment Road to the west consist of grazing land. Under the Sunset Industrial Area Plan lands that lie 

adjacent to these alignments are planned for industrial and agricultural uses. Lands along the alignment 

of the off-site infrastructure along Fiddyment Road and west of Fiddyment Road mainly consist of 

residential uses and a riparian corridor associated with Pleasant Grove Creek.  

3.11.3 REGULATORY FRAMEWORK – APPLICABLE LAWS, REGULATIONS, 

PLANS, AND POLICIES 

This section summarizes relevant policies contained in the City of Roseville General Plan and Sacramento 

Area Council of Governments (SACOG) Blueprint. 

3.11.3.1 City of Roseville 2025 General Plan 

The City of Roseville’s General Plan (2010b) Land Use Element contains the following goals and policies 

for growth management, including specific direction for new growth areas west of Fiddyment Road. 

Goal 1:  The City shall proactively manage and plan for growth. 

Goal 2:  The City shall encourage a pattern of development that promotes the efficient and timely 

provision of urban infrastructure and services, and preserve valuable natural and 

environmental resources. 

Goal 3:  Growth shall mitigate its impacts through consistency with the General Plan goals and 

policies and shall provide a positive benefit to the community. 

Goal 4:  The City shall continue a comprehensive, logical planning process, rather than an 

incremental, piecemeal approach. 

Goal 5:  The City shall encourage public participating in the development of a monitoring of 

growth management policies and programs. 

Goal 6:  The City shall manage and evaluate growth in a regional context, not in isolation. 
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Goal 7:  Potential population growth in Roseville must be based on the long-term carrying 

capacities and limits of the roadway system, sewer and water treatment facilities, and 

electrical utility service, as defined in the Circulation Element and the Public Facilities 

Element. 

Goal 8:  Growth and development must occur at a rate corresponding to the availability of 

desired facilities capacity and the attainment of define General Plan levels of service for 

public activities. 

Goal 9: Growth should be managed to minimize negative impacts to existing businesses and 

residents within the City. 

Goal 10:  Growth should be planned in a way that addresses the appropriate interface between 

City and County lands. 

Goal 11:  New growth should be designed to meet the Guiding Principles. 

Goal 12:  The City shall use growth management as a tool to maintain the City’s identity, 

community form, and reputation in region, to maintain high levels of service for 

residents and to influence projects outside the City’s boundaries that have the potential 

to affect the quality of life and/or services that are provided to residents. 

Goal 13:  New development to the west of Fiddyment Road shall be consistent with the City’s 

desire to establish an edge along the western boundary of the City that fosters: a physical 

separation from County lands through a system of connected open space, a well-defined 

sense of entry to City from the west; opportunities for habitat preservation and 

recreation; and view preservation corridors that provide an aesthetic and recreational 

resource for residents. 

Policy 4:  Specific plans will be evaluated based on the following minimum criteria: 

a.  Government Code requirements for specific plans; 

b.  Demonstrated consistency with General Plan goals and policies; 

c.  Demonstrated consistency with the identified City-wide studies and holding capacity 

analysis; 

d.  Justification for proposed specific plan boundaries; 

e.  Community benefit; 

f.  Ability to mitigate impacts;  

g.  Impact on the City’s growth pattern. 
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Each specific plan proposal shall include, with its initial submittal, a full analysis of how the plan 

complies with and relates to the above factors. The specific plan’s consistency with the General Plan and 

its relation to other identified criteria will be a primary factor in determining whether the proposal will or 

will not be considered by the City. 

Policy 5: Apply the City’s adopted Guiding Principles to any new development proposed in and 

out of the City’s corporate boundaries, which is not already part of an adopted Specific 

Plan or within the Infill area: 

1.  Any development proposal west of Roseville shall, on a stand-alone basis have an 

overall neutral or positive fiscal impact on the City’s General Fund. 

2.  Any development proposal west of Roseville shall include logical growth/plan 

boundaries and an east to west growth pattern. 

3.  Any development proposal west of Roseville shall not conflict with the Pleasant 

Grove Wastewater Treatment Plant and future Power Generation Facility. 

4.  Any development proposal west of Roseville shall maintain the integrity of existing 

neighborhoods and create a sense of place in new neighborhoods. 

5.  Any development proposal west of Roseville shall include a plan to ensure full 

funding and maintenance of improvements and services at no cost to existing 

residents (including increased utility rates). A proposal shall not burden/increase the 

cost, or diminish the supply and reliability of services. 

6.  Any development proposal west of Roseville shall aid in regional traffic solutions 

and in right of way preservation. 

7.  Any development proposal west of Roseville shall secure and provide a new source 

and supply of surface water and should include reduced water demand through the 

use of recycled water and other offsets. 

8.  Any development proposal west of Roseville shall consider development potential 

within the entire City/County Memorandum of Understanding Transition Area in 

the design and sizing of infrastructure improvements. 

9.  Any development proposal west of Roseville shall aid in resolution of regional storm 

water retention. 

10.  Any development proposal west of Roseville shall incorporate mechanisms to ensure 

new schools are available to serve residents and shall not impact existing schools. 

11.  Any development proposal west of Roseville shall include a significant 

interconnected public open space component/conservation plan in coordination with 

the City of Roseville/U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Memorandum of Understanding. 

12.  Any development proposal west of Roseville shall include a public participation 

component to keep the public informed and solicit feedback throughout the specific 

plan process. 

13.  Any development proposal west of Roseville shall provide a “public benefit” to the 

City and residents. 
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The City of Roseville’s General Plan (2010b) Public Facilities Element contains the following goal with 

regards to cooperation between City and schools. 

Goal 2: The City and the school districts enjoy a mutually beneficial arrangement in the joint-use 

of school and public facilities. Joint-use facilities shall be encouraged in all cases unless 

there are overriding considerations that make it impossible or detrimental to either the 

school district or the City parks and recreation facilities/programs. 

3.11.3.2 Sacramento Area Council of Governments 

SACOG is a regional organization that provides a variety of planning functions over its six-county region 

(Sacramento, Yolo, Placer, Sutter, Yuba, and El Dorado counties). SACOG’s primary functions are to 

provide transportation planning and funding for the region and to study and support resolution of 

regional issues. The SACOG conducted several local community workshops to help determine how the 

Sacramento region should grow through the year 2050. The result of these efforts was the SACOG 

Blueprint, a transportation and land use analysis suggesting how cities and counties should grow based 

on the following set of smart growth principles:  

 Transportation Choices: Developments should be designed to encourage people to sometimes 

walk, ride bicycles, ride the bus, ride light rail, take the train or carpool. Use of Blueprint growth 

concepts for land use and right-of-way design will encourage use of these modes of travel and 

the remaining auto trips will be, on average, shorter. 

 Mixed-Use Developments: Buildings, homes, and shops; entertainment, office, and even light 

industrial uses near each other can create active, vital neighborhoods. This mixture of uses can be 

either in a vertical arrangement (mixed in one building) or horizontal (with a combination of uses 

in close proximity). These types of projects function as local activity centers, contributing to a 

sense of community, where people tend to walk or bike to destinations and interact more with 

each other. Separated land uses, on the other hand, lead to the need to travel more by auto 

because of the distance between uses.  

 Compact Development: Creating environments that are more compactly built and use space in an 

efficient but aesthetic manner can encourage more walking, biking, and public-transit use and 

shorten auto trips. 

 Housing Choice and Diversity: Providing a variety of places where people can live (apartments, 

condominiums, townhouses, and single-family detached homes on varying lot sizes) and creating 

opportunities for the variety of people who need them: families, singles, seniors, and people with 

special needs. This issue is of special concern for people with very low, low, and moderate 

incomes. By providing a diversity of housing options, more people would have a choice. 

 Use of Existing Assets: In urbanized areas, development on infill or vacant lands, intensification 

of the use of underutilized parcels, or redevelopment can make better use of existing public 

infrastructure. This can also include rehabilitation and reuse of historic buildings; denser 

clustering of buildings in suburban office parks; and joint use of existing public facilities, such as 

schools and parking garages. 

 Quality Design: The design details of any land use development, such as the relationship to the 

street, setbacks, placement of garages, sidewalks, landscaping, the aesthetics of building design, 

and the design of the public rights-of-way, are factors that can influence the attractiveness of 
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living in a compact development and facilitate the ease of walking and biking to work or 

neighborhood services. Good site and architectural design is an important factor in creating a 

sense of community and a sense of place. 

 Natural Resources Conservation: This principle encourages the incorporation of public use open 

space (such as parks, town squares, trails, and greenbelts) within development projects, above 

state requirements; it also encourages wildlife and plant habitat preservation, agricultural 

preservation, and promotion of environmentally friendly practices, such as energy-efficient 

design, water conservation and stormwater management, and planting of shade trees. 

In December 2004, the SACOG Board of Directors adopted the Preferred Blueprint Scenario (hereinafter 

SACOG Blueprint), a vision for growth that promotes compact, mixed-use development and more transit 

choices as an alternative to low-density development. The project site, which includes the Proposed 

Action and on-site alternatives, is designated in the SACOG Blueprint for single-family small lot and 

high-density mixed residential uses. The alternative site is designated for low-density mixed-use center 

or corridor and attached residential uses in the SACOG Blueprint. 

In April 2012, the SACOG Board of Directors adopted the Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable 

Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS) 2035. In 2008, Senate Bill (SB) 375 was signed into law, which created 

regional targets for greenhouse gas emissions reductions from cars and light trucks, and required 

regional planning agencies to create a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS). The MTP/SCS 2035 meets 

the federal requirement for an updated MTP every four years and meets the new state-requirements 

under SB 375 for the SACOG area. The MTP/SCS 2035 provides a plan to meet the required greenhouse 

gas emissions reductions, while accounting for regional housing needs, transportation demands, 

population growth, and financial constraints. 

A primary purpose of SB 375 was to align regional transportation planning efforts, regional greenhouse 

gas (GHG) reduction targets, and land use and housing allocations with one another. Each SCS should 

include land uses consistent with regional GHG reduction targets determined by the California Air 

Resources Board based on statewide GHG targets mandated under the California Global Warming 

Solutions Act of 2006, commonly known as AB 32 (Chapter 488, Statutes of 2006). The development of 

land identified for development in an SCS is therefore considered consistent with achieving AB 32 GHG 

targets. 

Notably, in adopting its SCS in 2012, SACOG used population and market demand projections updated 

since 2004, when SACOG created its “Blueprint Plan,” the pre-SB 375 predecessor to the SCS. As 

SACOG explained: 

[t]he 2035 growth forecast indicates that population in the plan area is expected to grow by 

871,000 people, an increase of about 39 percent, between 2008 and 2035. … [T]his forecast is 

lower than the 1.3 million people forecasted in the 2008 MTP, which had the same 2035 planning 

horizon, but used 2005 as the base year. As a result of the lower population forecast, the housing 

and employment forecast for the region is also lower than the forecast in the previous plan, 

resulting in the need to accommodate approximately 361,000 new employees and 303,000 new 

housing units between 2008 and 2035.  
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A decline in domestic in-migration is the principal cause of the declining population projections, 

although the recent recession also contributes to declining population growth in the early years. 

The U.S. economy is projected to grow at a slower rate, California is projected to get a smaller 

share of U.S. job and population growth, and the region’s economy is expected to recover at a 

slower rate than some other areas of the state, with state budget deficits restraining job growth in 

the public sector over the next decade. Although the region is expected to have a smaller job 

growth advantage than was anticipated in the 2008 MTP, the SACOG region is still expected to 

outpace the state and nation in job growth in the latter part of the planning period. 

3.11.4 SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS AND ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY 

3.11.4.1 Significance Thresholds 

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) does not specify significance thresholds that may be used 

to evaluate the effects of a proposed action related to land use and planning. However, Council on 

Environmental Quality (CEQ) guidance requires an evaluation of a proposed action’s effect on the human 

environment. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) has determined that the Proposed Action or its 

alternatives would result in significant effects related to land use and planning if the Proposed Action or 

an alternative would: 

 result in the development of incompatible land uses; 

 physically divide an established community; or 

 conflict with applicable plans, policies, or regulations. 

3.11.4.2 Analysis Methodology 

The evaluation of land use compatibility was based on a qualitative comparison of existing and proposed 

uses on the site and their compatibility with existing and planned land uses as defined in the City’s 

General Plan as well as other applicable local and regional environmental and planning documents. 

3.11.5 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact LU-1 Result in Incompatible Land Uses  

No Action 

Alt. 

Implementation of the No Action Alternative would not result in the development of 

incompatible land uses on the project site. In addition, residential land uses developed on 

the site would not be incompatible with existing agricultural uses on adjacent lands. This 

indirect effect is less than significant. Proposed mitigation would further reduce this 

effect. No direct effect would occur. 

The land use plan under the No Action Alternative is shown on Figure 2.0-6, No Action 

Alternative (in Chapter 2.0, Proposed Action and Alternatives). As the plan shows, 

commercial land uses would be located along portions of Santucci Boulevard and 

Westbrook Boulevard, and residential land uses are proposed throughout the rest of the 

site. In general, land uses that are compatible are located adjacent to each other. However, 

some conflicts between adjacent land uses could still arise. For example, elevated noise 

levels and increased lighting associated with the proposed parks could negatively affect 
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nearby residential uses. However, adherence to the City’s noise ordinance and 

implementation of the mitigation measure identified in Section 3.1, Aesthetics, would 

reduce the severity of potential noise and light effects of this use on adjacent land uses. 

Similarly, some of the proposed community commercial uses would be located adjacent 

to residential uses and increased traffic associated with the commercial uses could result 

in conflicts. However, City of Roseville Community Design Guidelines, which regulate 

setback distances and establish screening standards, are incorporated into the project. 

Therefore, potential incompatibility between proposed commercial and residential uses 

would be reduced.  

Residential development to the east and planned and approved residential development 

to the north within the West Roseville Specific Plan area are similar to the No Action 

Alternative and, therefore, development would not result in incompatible land uses in 

those areas. As discussed in Section 3.2, Agricultural Resources, incompatibility between 

residential uses and adjacent agricultural uses can arise due to issues with odors 

associated with certain types of agricultural activities, reduced air quality, dust, and 

noise. However, in the case of the No Action Alternative, there would not be a substantial 

incompatibility between the on-site residential land uses and the adjacent agricultural 

land uses because the lands along the northern, western and southern boundaries of the 

project site are used for cattle grazing which is not an intensive agricultural use that can 

result in a serious conflict with on-site residential uses. Cattle grazing does not require 

large agricultural machinery which reduces the dust and noise conflicts. Although lands 

adjacent to the northwestern boundary of the project site are in rice production which is a 

more intensive form of agriculture, the presence of these active rice fields would not 

result in a serious conflict with on-site residential uses as a 120-foot roadway corridor, 

which includes a 50-foot landscape buffer, would provide an adequate buffer from active 

agricultural operations. Due to the nature of the agricultural use and the location of the 

residential uses compared to the agricultural use, incompatibility between adjacent 

agricultural and residential uses would not occur, and this indirect effect is considered 

less than significant. Implementation of Mitigation Measure AG-2 (in Section 3.2), 

which requires the disclosure of neighboring potential agricultural uses, would further 

reduce effects related to compatibility with adjacent agricultural uses. No direct effect 

would occur. 

Proposed 

Action, Alts. 

1 through 5 

The Proposed Action and Alternatives 1 through 5 would not result in incompatible land 

uses. In addition, residential land uses developed on the site under Alternatives 1 

through 5 would not be incompatible with existing agricultural uses on adjacent lands. 

This indirect effect is less than significant. Proposed mitigation would further reduce 

this effect. No direct effect would occur. 

Similar to the No Action Alternative, on-site land uses would generally be compatible 

with each other and the surrounding uses with the implementation of the mitigation 
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measures for noise and visual effects and compliance with the City of Roseville 

Community Design Guidelines under the Proposed Action and Alternatives 1 through 5. 

Although potential conflicts could occur between on-site residential uses and adjacent 

agricultural land uses, however, as discussed under the No Action Alternative above, 

cattle grazing that would occur along the project site boundaries is not an intensive 

agricultural use that produces large amounts of dust and noise and therefore would not 

result in a serious conflict.  

Similar to the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action and Alternatives 1 through 3 

propose residential uses along the western boundary of the project site, in proximity to 

ongoing rice production. As discussed above, due to the roadway corridor and landscape 

buffer, there would be no conflict. Open space and commercial uses are proposed along 

the western boundary of the project site under Alternatives 4 and 5, rather than 

residential uses, eliminating any potential conflicts. Based on the significance criteria 

listed above and for the same reasons presented above for the No Action Alternative, this 

indirect effect is considered less than significant under the Proposed Action and 

Alternatives 1 through 5. Implementation of Mitigation Measure AG-2 (in Section 3.2) 

would further reduce this effect. No direct effect would occur. 

Off-Site Alt. Implementation of the Off-Site Alternative would not result in the development of 

incompatible land uses on the alternative site. No serious conflicts between the on-site 

residential uses and adjacent industrial and agricultural uses would occur. In addition, 

on-site residential uses would not conflict with the Western Regional Landfill located 

1 mile (0.6 kilometers) to the northwest of the alternative site and the installation of off-

site utilities would not conflict with neighboring agricultural, rural, and urban land uses. 

This indirect effect would be less than significant. No direct effect would occur. 

The Off-Site Alternative would develop a project largely similar to the Proposed Action 

but on a site approximately 3 miles (4.8 kilometers) to the northeast. The alternative site is 

bordered by industrial development to the east and residential development to the south. 

A 100-foot buffer that includes landscape features would be provided to buffer proposed 

residential development in the northern portion of the alternative site from the existing 

industrial uses to the east. Planned open space areas would also provide a buffer between 

proposed residential development in the southern portion of the alternative site and 

existing industrial areas to the east. Proposed residential development would be 

compatible with existing residential uses to the south. However, on-site residential uses 

would be located adjacent to agricultural uses along the western boundary, thus resulting 

in the potential for conflicts. Conflicts may arise due to elevated noise levels, reduced air 

quality, dust, and odors. Proposed on-site commercial and industrial uses along the 

northwestern and northern boundaries of the alternative site, respectively, would not 

conflict with adjacent agricultural uses as there are no buffer requirements.  

Potential for conflict between on-site residential uses and adjacent agricultural land uses 
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is evaluated in Section 3.2. Existing agricultural uses on the lands adjacent to the western 

portion of the alternative site are limited to cattle grazing, which is not so intense as to 

cause a serious conflict with residential uses as cattle grazing does not require large 

agricultural machinery which could produce large amounts of dust and noise. No crops 

are grown on these lands at this time and based on the quality of soils it is unlikely that 

intensive agricultural uses, such as cultivation of row crops that would require spraying 

of pesticides or herbicides, would be conducted on these lands in the future.  

The County’s General Plan establishes a 1-mile (0.6 kilometer) buffer around the Western 

Regional Sanitary Landfill to reduce potential conflicts between landfill operations and 

residential development. The land use plan for this alternative has been designed such 

that all housing planned on the alternative site would be located more than 1 mile from 

the regional landfill. 

Finally, off-site utility improvements required to serve the alternative site would not 

conflict with neighboring agricultural, rural and urban land uses as construction of these 

improvements would be temporary and would mostly occur within existing road rights 

of way. Only a proposed force main west to Fiddyment Road, the proposed force main 

that extends from the northwest corner of the alternative site, and the proposed water 

main east to Industrial Boulevard would be located outside existing rights of way on land 

that is presently undeveloped and used for grazing. However, these facilities would not 

interfere with grazing activities as these improvements would be located underground.  

For the reason stated above, indirect effects related to compatibility between on-site land 

uses and between on-site and off-site land uses under the Off-Site Alternative would be 

less than significant. In addition, Mitigation Measure AG-2 is proposed, which would 

further reduce effects related to compatibility with adjacent agricultural uses. No direct 

effect would occur. 

  

Impact LU-2 Physically Divide an Established Community 

No Action Alt. The project site is undeveloped grazing land and no community is present on the site. 

Therefore, development of the No Action Alternative would not physically divide an 

established community. Other effects to the human environment due to air, noise, 

traffic, and other environmental factors are addressed elsewhere in this document. 

No direct or indirect effects to an established community would occur. Mitigation is 

not required. 

Proposed 

Action, Alts. 1 

through 5 

The Proposed Action and Alternatives 1 through 5 would not physically divide an 

established community as no community is present on the site. Based on the 

significance criteria listed above and for the same reasons presented above for the No 

Action Alternative, no direct or indirect effects to an established community would 
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occur under the Proposed Action or Alternatives 1 through 5. Mitigation is not required. 

Off-Site Alt. The Off-Site Alternative would not physically divide an established community. The 

Off-Site Alternative would construct a project broadly similar to the Proposed Action on 

the alternative site. The alternative site includes dry pastureland and roadways. The site 

is not developed with an established community, and is adjacent to existing industrial 

development to the east and residential development to the south.  

Most off-site infrastructure improvements would occur within existing rights of way 

and/or would be placed underground and therefore would not physically divide an 

established community. Only a proposed force main that extends from the northwest 

corner of the site west to Fiddyment Road, and the proposed water main running east to 

Industrial Boulevard, will be located outside existing rights of way. No communities 

exist or are currently planned for these areas. 

Based on the significance criteria listed above and for the same reasons presented above 

for the No Action Alternative, no direct or indirect effects to an established community 

would occur under the Off-Site Alternative. Mitigation is not required. 

  

Impact LU-3 Conflict with General Plan and Zoning Code 

No Action Alt. The project site is currently designated for a variety of residential, commercial, 

public/quasi-public, park, and open space uses by City of Roseville 2025 General Plan 

and City of Roseville Zoning Ordinance. The No Action Alternative would construct a 

mixed-use development on the project site consisting of these uses. In addition, the 

densities of residential uses under the No Project Alternative (Low Density Residential – 

5.0 dwelling units/acre, Medium Density Residential – 8.0 dwelling units/acre, High 

Density Residential – 25.0 dwelling units/acre) would be within the allowable ranges of 

residential densities established in the City’s General Plan (Low Density Residential – 

0.5 to 6.9 dwelling units/acre, Medium Density Residential – 7.0 to 12.9 dwelling 

units/acre, High Density Residential – 13.0 dwelling units/acre and above). Finally, 

development under the No Action Alternative would comply with all development 

standards contained in the City’s zoning code. Therefore, this alternative would not 

conflict with the City of Roseville General Plan or Zoning Code. Based on the 

significance criteria listed above, no direct or indirect effects would occur with regard 

to conflicts with the General Plan and Zoning Code under the No Action Alternative. 

Mitigation is not required. 

Proposed 

Action 

The Proposed Action would construct a mixed-use development on the project site. The 

proposed action would develop similar types of uses as the No Action Alternative, but 

with a larger development footprint. As the densities for residential uses under the 

Proposed Action would be the same as the No Project Alternative, the residential 
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densities under the Proposed Action would be within the allowable ranges of 

residential densities established in the City’s General Plan. Therefore, similar to the 

No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not conflict with the City of 

Roseville General Plan or Zoning Code. Based on the significance criteria listed above 

and for the same reasons presented above for the No Action Alternative, no direct or 

indirect effects would occur with regard to conflicts with the General Plan and Zoning 

Code under the Proposed Action. Mitigation is not required. 

Alts. 1 

through 5 

Alternatives 1 through 5 would construct a mixed-use development on the project site. 

These alternatives would develop similar types of uses as the No Action Alternative, 

but with similar or smaller development footprints. As the densities for residential uses 

under Alternatives 1 through 5 would be the same as the No Project Alternative, the 

residential densities under each of the on-site alternatives would be within the 

allowable ranges of residential densities established in the City’s General Plan. 

Therefore, similar to the No Action Alternative, these alternatives would not conflict 

with the City of Roseville General Plan or Zoning Code. Based on the significance 

criteria listed above and for the same reasons presented above for the No Action 

Alternative, no direct or indirect effect would occur with regard to conflicts with the 

General Plan and Zoning Code under Alternatives 1 through 5. Mitigation is not 

required. 

Off-Site Alt. The alternative site is located in unincorporated Placer County and would be annexed 

to the City under the Off-Site Alternative. The alternative site is not located in the City’s 

Sphere of Influence (SOI). As part of the annexation process the alternative site would 

be added to the SOI, the site would be pre-zoned, and general plan and zoning 

amendments designating the land for a variety of residential, commercial, public/quasi-

public, park, and open space uses would be prepared and adopted for the alternative 

site. Land uses under the Off-Site Alternative would be consistent with the land use 

designations contained in the general plan and zoning amendments and therefore 

would be consistent with the direction and general intent of the City’s General Plan and 

individual policies.  

Off-Site utility improvements required to serve the alternative site would not conflict 

with uses permitted in the City of Roseville or Placer County general plans as ground 

disturbance associated with these improvements would be temporary and the 

improvements would be located underground. Thus, the installation of off-site utilities 

would not preclude the land from being developed under the plans.  

Based on the significance criteria listed above, no direct or indirect effects would occur 

with regard to conflicts with the General Plan and Zoning Code under the Off-Site 

Alternative. No mitigation would be required. 
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Impact LU-4 Conflict with SACOG Blueprint and Sustainable Communities 

Strategy 

No Action Alt. The No Action Alternative would not conflict with the SACOG Blueprint or SCS. This 

indirect effect is considered less than significant. Mitigation is not required. 

The No Action Alternative would develop a mixed-use, mixed-density community that 

is generally consistent with the SACOG Blueprint designations. The SACOG Blueprint 

map designates the project site for single-family small lot and high-density mixed 

residential uses.  

To help foster development patterns that incorporate SACOG Blueprint Objectives, the 

City of Roseville adopted a set of Implementation Strategies in 2005 to guide 

development projects in Roseville. These implementation strategies give the City a 

means to implement the smart growth principles derived via the SACOG Blueprint 

effort in the newly developing areas. 

The No Action Alternative would incorporate smart growth elements, consistent with 

the SACOG Blueprint Objectives and the City’s Blueprint Implementation Strategies. In 

addition to density, other objectives include connectivity of neighborhoods, adjacencies 

of uses, and opportunities for alternative modes of travel. In addition, the project site is 

in an area identified for future growth on the SACOG Blueprint land use map. The 

various elements incorporated into the No Action Alternative that make it consistent 

with the SACOG Blueprint Objectives are outlined below: 

 Transportation Choices: The No Action Alternative would encourage people to 

utilize alternative modes of travel by providing a comprehensive system of 

street-separated multi-use pathways. Specifically, the No Action Alternative 

includes approximately 8.5 miles of landscaped corridor/paseos. 

 Mixed-Use Developments: Higher density residential uses will be placed 

adjacent to commercial uses in order to provide access to shopping and services 

without the use of a vehicle.  

 Compact Development: The No Action Alternative land use plan provides a 

mix of residential land uses that emphasize creating neighborhoods with small-

lot or attached single-family homes. Sixty-nine percent of the units proposed 

under the No Action Alternative are either high-density residential (25 per acre) 

or medium density residential (8 units per acre) units. Only 31 percent of the 

units are proposed for low density residential (LDR). These densities will 

support a development pattern that is more efficient by creating neighborhoods 

that are more compactly built, thereby reducing reliance on the automobile and 

encouraging walking, biking, and use of public transit. 

 Housing Choices: The medium-and high-density residential areas will support 

a variety of housing types: apartments, condominiums, townhouses, and single-

family detached homes on varying lot sizes, which addresses multiple 

demographic, pricing, and market segments.  
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 Use of Existing Assets: The project site is immediately adjacent to existing and 

proposed urban development and would therefore be able to utilize the existing 

infrastructure, minimizing the amount of roadway and utilities expansion 

required. 

 Quality Design: Development under the No Action Alternative would adhere to 

the City of Roseville’s Community Design Guidelines which would support the 

creation of community greens/plazas, ensure that retail centers are distinctive 

and attractive destinations, and ensure that higher density housing are 

attractive features of the neighborhood.  

 Natural Resource Conservation: The Open Space plan under the No Action 

Alternative conserves and preserves natural resource areas, including 

prominent vernal pool concentrations and drainages, through the designation 

of permanent open space. The No Action Alternative includes 121.6 acres 

(49.2 hectares) of open space areas. As a result of designating open space areas 

on the project site, 12.5 acres (5.1 hectares) of wetlands would be preserved 

within the project site as part of the No Action Alternative. These open space 

areas also protect several prominent drainages and swales that pass through the 

project area. All open space and public uses would be designated and are sized 

consistent with General Plan policies and standards. 

The Preferred Blueprint Scenario was used as the starting point in the development of 

the SCS. The SCS included land use maps identifying areas that SACOG considered 

appropriate for development. The Sierra Vista Specific Plan, which includes the 

Westbrook property, was included in these maps as a “developing community.” 

SACOG characterized “developing communities” such as Westbrook as “typically, 

though not always, situated on vacant land at the edge of existing urban or suburban 

development; they are the next increment of urban expansion. Developing 

Communities are identified in local plans as special plan areas, specific plans, or master 

plans and may be residential-only, employment-only, or a mix of residential and 

employment uses.” In addition, the SCS specifically mentioned the inclusion of the 

Sierra Vista Specific Plan in its planning projections. As the SCS designates the 

Westbrook property for development and includes it in its planning projection, 

development of the project site pursuant to the No Action Alternative would be 

generally consistent with the strategy although the site would not be developed with 

the number of housing units assumed in the planning projections. 

Based on the above, the No Action Alternative would not conflict with the SACOG 

Blueprint or the SCS. There would be no direct or indirect effects. Mitigation is not 

required. 

Proposed 

Action 

The Proposed Action would, in the near term, develop a mixed-use, mixed-density 

urban community on the project site and would include all the various smart growth 

elements listed above under the No Action Alternative which would make it consistent 

with the SACOG Blueprint Objectives. Therefore, the Proposed Action would not 
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conflict with the SACOG Blueprint. In addition, the Proposed Action would provide 

more residential and non-residential uses compared to the No Action Alternative. The 

Proposed Action would provide 2,029 dwelling units, which represents a 35 percent 

increase in dwelling units when compared to the No Action Alternative. The Proposed 

Action would also include 43 acres (17 hectares) of commercial space, which represents 

a 45 percent increase in non-residential space when compared to the No Action 

Alternative. As a result, the Proposed Action would provide additional opportunities 

for meeting SACOG Blueprint Objectives due to its higher density and would not 

conflict with the SACOG Blueprint. In addition, as noted above, the Sierra Vista Specific 

Plan, which includes the Westbrook property, was included in the SCS’s planning 

projections and the Westbrook property was designated as a developing community in 

the SCS. Therefore the Proposed Action would not conflict with the SCS. There would 

be no direct or indirect effects. No mitigation is required. 

Alt. 1 Alternative 1 – Reduced Footprint, Increased Density would, in the near term, develop a 

mixed-use, mixed-density urban community on the project site and would include all 

the various smart growth elements listed above under the No Action Alternative which 

would make it consistent with the SACOG Blueprint Objectives. Therefore, Alternative 

1 would not conflict with the SACOG Blueprint. In addition, Alternative 1 would 

provide 1,890 dwelling units, which represents a 25 percent increase in dwelling units 

when compared to the No Action Alternative. Alternative 1 would also include 

approximately 40 acres (16 hectares) of commercial space, which represents a 34 percent 

increase in non-residential space when compared to the No Action Alternative. As a 

result, Alternative 1 would provide additional opportunities for meeting SACOG 

Blueprint Objectives due to its higher density. In addition, as noted above, the Sierra 

Vista Specific Plan, which includes the Westbrook property, was included in the SCS’s 

planning projections and the Westbrook property was designated as a developing 

community in the SCS. Therefore development of the project site pursuant to 

Alternative 1 would not conflict with the SCS. Based on the significance criteria listed 

above and for the same reasons presented above for the No Action Alternative, there 

would be no direct or indirect effects. No mitigation is required. 

Alt. 2 Alternative 2 – Reduced Footprint, Same Density would, in the near term, develop a 

mixed-use, mixed-density urban community on the project site and would include all 

the various smart growth elements listed above under the No Action Alternative which 

would make it consistent with the SACOG Blueprint Objectives. Therefore, Alternative 

2 would not conflict with the SACOG Blueprint. In addition, Alternative 2 would 

provide 1,405 dwelling units, which represents a 6 percent decrease in dwelling units 

when compared to the No Action Alternative. However, Alternative 2 would also 

include approximately 40 acres (16 hectares) of commercial space, which represents a 

33 percent increase in non-residential space when compared to the No Action 
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Alternative. As a result, Alternative 2 would provide roughly the same amount of 

development as the No Action Alternative. In addition, as noted above, the Sierra Vista 

Specific Plan, which includes the Westbrook property, was included in the SCS’s 

planning projections and the Westbrook property was designated as a developing 

community in the SCS. Therefore development of the project site pursuant to 

Alternative 2 would not conflict with the SCS. Based on the significance criteria listed 

above and for the same reasons presented above for the No Action Alternative, there 

would be no direct or indirect effects. No mitigation is required. 

Alt. 3 Alternative 3 – Central Preserve would, in the near term, develop a mixed-use, mixed-

density urban community on the project site and would include all the various smart 

growth elements listed above under the No Action Alternative which would make it 

consistent with the SACOG Blueprint Objectives. Therefore, Alternative 3 would not 

conflict with the SACOG Blueprint. In addition, Alternative 3 would provide 

1,495 dwelling units, which represents less than a 1 percent decrease in dwelling units 

when compared to the No Action Alternative. Alternative 3 would also include 

approximately 40 acres (16 hectares) of commercial space, which represents a 34 percent 

increase in non-residential space when compared to the No Action Alternative. As a 

result, the additional commercial space under Alternative 3 would provide additional 

opportunities for meeting SACOG Blueprint Objectives due to its higher density. In 

addition, as noted above, the Sierra Vista Specific Plan, which includes the Westbrook 

property, was included in the SCS’s planning projections and the Westbrook property 

was designated as a developing community in the SCS. Therefore development of the 

project site pursuant to Alternative 3 would not conflict with the SCS. Based on the 

significance criteria listed above and for the same reasons presented above for the No 

Action Alternative, there would be no direct or indirect effects. No mitigation is 

required. 

Alts. 4 and 5  Alternatives 4 and 5 would, in the near term, develop a mixed-use, mixed-density urban 

community on the project site and would include all of the various smart growth 

elements listed above under the No Action Alternative that would make it consistent 

with the SACOG Blueprint Objectives. Therefore, Alternatives 4 and 5 would not 

conflict with the SACOG Blueprint. Both alternatives would provide fewer residential 

and non-residential uses compared to the No Action Alternative. The number of 

residential units provided under Alternatives 4 and 5 would be 1,340 and 

1,256 residential units, respectively, which represent a 10 to 17 percent reduction in 

dwelling units when compared to the No Action Alternative. The amount of 

commercial space provided under Alternatives 4 and 5 would total of 22.8 acres and 

18.7 acres, respectively, which represents a 23 to 37 percent reduction in non-residential 

space when compared to the No Action Alternative. However, while less development 

would be provided under both alternatives, densities proposed under these alternatives 
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would still meet SACOG density requirements for the project site. In addition, as noted 

above, the Sierra Vista Specific Plan, which includes the Westbrook property, was 

included in the SCS’s planning projections and the Westbrook property was designated 

as a developing community in the SCS. Therefore development of the project site 

pursuant to Alternatives 4 and 5 would not conflict with the SCS. Based on the 

significance criteria listed above and for the same reasons presented above for the No 

Action Alternative, there would be no direct or indirect effects. No mitigation is 

required. 

Off-Site Alt. The Off-Site Alternative would construct a project broadly similar to the Proposed 

Action on the alternative site, which is located approximately 3 miles (4.8 kilometers) 

northeast of the project site. The proposed mixed-use community developed at this site 

would be contiguous with existing urban development to the east in Placer County and 

to the south in Roseville. The alternative site has previously been considered for 

development, and is designated for low-density mixed-use center or corridor and 

attached residential uses on the SACOG Blueprint map. This alternative would result in 

similar densities of uses that are currently designated for its site. Off-Site utility 

improvements required to serve the alternative site would not interfere with the 

implementation of the SACOG Blueprint as these improvements would be located 

underground. The installation of off-site utilities would not preclude the land from 

being developed with land uses listed in the SACOG Blueprint. While the alternative 

site is vacant, it is considered an established community in the SCS due to its proximity 

to the State Route 65 corridor. As the SCS designates the alternative site for 

development, the Off-Site Alternative is consistent with the strategy. Based on the 

above, this alternative would not conflict with the SACOG Blueprint or the SCS. Based 

on the significance criteria listed above, there would be no direct or indirect effects. No 

mitigation is required.  

  

3.11.6 RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS 

All of the direct and indirect effects would be less than significant.  

3.11.7 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The effects discussed above are either site specific and therefore would not cumulate with other land use 

effects or are of the type that would not cumulate. Therefore, there would be no cumulative effects 

related to land use and planning under the Proposed Action and all alternatives. 

3.11.8 REFERENCES 

City of Roseville. 2010a. Sierra Vista Specific Plan Final Environmental Report. 

City of Roseville. 2010b. City of Roseville General Plan 2025. Adopted May 5. 
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3.12 NOISE 

3.12.1 INTRODUCTION 

This section presents existing noise levels at and surrounding the project site, summarizes relevant 

regulations and policies, and analyzes the anticipated noise impacts of implementing the Proposed Action 

and its alternatives.  

Sources of information used in this analysis include: 

 Sierra Vista Specific Plan EIR prepared by the City of Roseville; 

 Westbrook Specific Plan Amendment Initial Study prepared by the City of Roseville;  

 Westbrook Property Technical Noise Section prepared by J.C. Brennan & Associates, October 2011; 

and 

 Placer County General Plan Noise Element. 

3.12.2 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

3.12.2.1 Characteristics of Environmental Noise 

Noise may be defined as unwanted sound. Noise is usually objectionable because it is disturbing or 

annoying. The objectionable nature of sound could be caused by its pitch or its loudness. Pitch is the height 

or depth of a tone or sound, depending on the relative rapidity (frequency) of the vibrations by which it is 

produced. Higher pitched signals sound louder to humans than sounds with a lower pitch. Loudness is 

amplitude of sound waves combined with the reception characteristics of the ear. Noise is measured on a 

logarithmic scale of sound pressure level known as a decibel (dB). The human ear does not respond 

uniformly to sounds at all frequencies, being less sensitive to very low and high frequencies than to medium 

frequencies that correspond with human speech. The A-weighted noise level (or scale) better corresponds to 

the human ear’s subjective perception of sound levels. This A-weighted sound level is called the noise level 

and is measured in units of dB(A). Changes in noise levels of less than 3 dB(A) are not typically noticed by 

the human ear (U.S. Department of Transportation 1980). Individuals extremely sensitive to changes in noise 

may notice changes in noise levels from 3 to 5 dB(A). A 5 dB(A) increase is readily noticeable, while the 

human ear perceives a 7 dB(A) increase in sound level to be a doubling of sound. 

Noise sources are classified into two types: (1) point sources, such as pieces of stationary equipment; and 

(2) line sources, such as roadways with large numbers of point sources (motor vehicles). Sound generated by 

a point source typically diminishes (attenuates) at a rate of 6.0 dB(A) for each doubling of distance from the 

source to the receptor at an acoustically “hard” site, such as paved roads, and 7.5 dB(A) at an acoustically 

“soft” site, such as grass-covered soil or soft sand (U.S. Department of Transportation 1980). For example, a 

60 dB(A) noise level measured at 50 feet (15 meters) from a point source at an acoustically hard site would be 

54 dB(A) at 100 feet (30 meters) from the source and 48 dB(A) at 200 feet (61 meters) from the source. Sound 

generated by a line source typically attenuates at a rate of 3.0 dB(A) and 4.5 dB(A) per doubling of distance 

from the source to the receptor for a hard and soft site, respectively (U.S. Department of Transportation 
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1980). Sound levels can also be attenuated by man-made or natural barriers. Solid walls, berms, or elevation 

differences typically reduce noise levels by 5 to 10 dB(A) (U.S. Department of Transportation 1980).  

The Equivalent Noise Level (Leq), the day-night sound level (Ldn), and the Community Noise Equivalent 

Level (CNEL) average varying noise exposures over time and quantify the results in terms of a single 

numeric descriptor. Leq is the average A-weighted sound level measured over a given time interval. Leq can 

be measured over any period, but is typically measured for 1-minute, 15-minute, 1-hour, or 24-hour periods. 

Ldn is the energy average of the A-weighted sound levels occurring during a 24-hour period, with 10 dB 

added to the A-weighted sound levels occurring during the period from 10:00 PM to 7:00 AM. CNEL is the 

average A-weighted sound level measured over a 24-hour period and is adjusted to account for increased 

sensitivity of some individuals to noise levels during the evening and nighttime hours. A CNEL noise 

measurement is obtained by adding 5 dB(A) to sound levels occurring during the evening from 7:00 PM to 

10:00 PM, and 10 dB to sound levels occurring during the nighttime from 10:00 PM to 7:00 AM. The 5 and 

10 dB “penalties” are applied to account for peoples’ increased sensitivity during the evening and nighttime 

hours. The logarithmic effect of these additions is that, for example, a 60 dB(A) 24-hour Leq would result in a 

CNEL of 66.7 dB(A). 

In addition to the energy-average level, it is often desirable to know the acoustic range of the noise source 

being measured. This is accomplished through the maximum Leq (Lmax) and minimum Leq (Lmin) 

indicators that represent the root-mean-square maximum and minimum noise levels measured during the 

monitoring interval.  

3.12.2.2 Existing Noise Conditions in Project Area 

Vehicle Traffic Noise 

Motor vehicle traffic is a major contributor to the existing noise environment in the vicinity of the project site 

along Baseline Road, Fiddyment Road, and Pleasant Grove Boulevard. As shown in Table 3.12-1, Existing 

Traffic Noise Levels, noise levels along all existing roadways equal or exceed the City of Roseville General 

Plan residential noise standards of 60 Ldn in the vicinity of the project area, except for the segment of Sunset 

Boulevard West, west of Fiddyment Road. 
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Table 3.12-1 

Existing Traffic Noise Levels 

 

Roadway Segment 

Traffic Noise Level, 

Ldn (dB) 

Distance to Contours (feet) 

70 dB Ldn 65 dB Ldn 60 dB Ldn 

Baseline West of Watt 65.9 54 116 249 

Baseline East of Watt 67.4 68 146 314 

Baseline East of Walerga 65.4 49 106 227 

Baseline East of Cook-Riolo 65.9 53 115 247 

Fiddyment South of Athens 60.0 22 47 101 

Walerga South of Baseline 65.1 47 102 219 

Watt South of Baseline 61.6 28 59 128 

PFE East of Watt 61.1 26 55 119 

Sunset West of Fiddyment 55.2 10 22 48 

Athens East of Fiddyment 61.2 26 55 119 

    

Source: J.C. Brennan & Associates 2011 

 

Aircraft Noise 

McClellan Airfield is located approximately 5.5 miles (8.9 kilometers) south of the project site. The County of 

Sacramento Department of Economic Development owns and oversees McClellan Airfield. The airfield is 

available for both daytime and nighttime use. The airfield could experience 70,000 or more flight operations, 

defined as a take-off or landing, per year. While McClellan is no longer a military facility, military air traffic 

including helicopters and U.S. Coast Guard cargo planes continue to use the airfield. The other types of 

flights that may use McClellan are small jets and other general aviation planes.  

Aviation activity associated with McClellan Airfield has the potential to occur over the project site. To 

address single-event noise levels due to aircraft over-flights, J.C. Brennan & Associates conducted 

continuous and short-term noise level measurements and observations of aircraft flyovers on May 27 to 29, 

2009. Sound level meters were programmed to collect single event noise level (SEL) data due to aircraft 

flyovers, as well as overall hourly noise level data. Field observations of aircraft primarily included single 

engine aircraft and the Coast Guard C-130 turboprop aircraft. Table 3.12-2, Summary of McClellan 

Overflight Individual Aircraft Noise Levels, shows a summary of the aircraft flyovers at each noise level 

measurement site. 
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Table 3.12-2 

Summary of McClellan Overflight Individual Aircraft Noise Levels 

 

Observed Events (May 27 and May 29, 2009) 

Aircraft Number of Events High (dB, SEL) Low (dB, SEL) 

Site D* 

Single-Engine Propeller 7 70.4 62.8 

Turbo-Engine Propeller 0 -- -- 

Business Jet 1 67.7 67.7 

Helicopter 1 64.4 64.4 

C-130 5 78.5 63.4 

Commercial Jet -- -- -- 

Site 6* 

Single-Engine Propeller 5 71.2 59.7 

Turbo-Engine Propeller 0 -- -- 

Business Jet 0 -- -- 

Helicopter 2 62.9 60.4 

C-130 1 74.7 74.7 

Commercial Jet -- -- -- 

Unattended Recorded Events (May 28, 2009) 

Time of Day Number of Events High (dB, SEL) Low (dB, SEL) 

Daytime (7:00 AM to 10:00 PM) 57 78.4 60.6 

Nighttime (10:00 PM to 7:00 am) 19 76.9 63.8 

    

Source: J.C. Brennan & Associates 2011 

* Refer to Figure 3.12-1, Noise Measurement Sites, for locations. 

 

Non-Transportation Noise 

Existing non-transportation noise sources in the project area consist primarily of activities associated with 

the City of Roseville Pleasant Grove Wastewater Treatment Plant (PGWWTP) and the City of Roseville 

Energy Park located approximately 0.5 to 1 mile north of the project site.  

Based on observations and noise measurements conducted at the project site, the existing PGWWTP and 

City of Roseville Energy Park located 0.5 mile northwest of the project site was not observed to be a 

significant source of noise experienced at the project site. Ambient noise level measurements conducted in 

the northwestern corner of the project site indicated that the PGWWTP and Energy Park produced noise 

levels that were barely audible, in the range of 37 to 38 dB (J.C. Brennan & Associates 2011). 
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Noise-Sensitive Land Uses in the Project Vicinity 

Noise sensitive land uses in the immediate project vicinity consist of single-family residential uses located 

south of Baseline Road, near the intersection of Walerga Road, and along the east side of Fiddyment Road. 

The developed portion of the Westpark residential development, which is part of the West Roseville Specific 

Plan (WRSP), is also located east of the project site. The WRSP is currently under construction, and includes 

existing and future sensitive receptors along the northern project boundary. 

To characterize existing ambient noise levels in the project vicinity, J.C. Brennan & Associates conducted 

short-term and continuous (24-hour) noise level measurements at various locations on and adjacent to the 

Westbrook project site, as shown in Figure 3.12-1, Noise Measurement Sites. The noise level measurements 

were conducted between April 20 and 21, 2009. Table 3.12-3, Existing Ambient Noise Levels, shows a 

summary of the noise measurement results. 

 

Table 3.12-3 

Existing Ambient Noise Levels 

 

Site Location 24-hr Ldn* 

Daytime (7:00 AM to 

10:00 PM) 

Nighttime (10:00 PM to 

7:00 AM) 

Leq* L50* Lmax* Leq* L50* Lmax* 

Continuous (24-hour) Noise Measurements 

A Backyard – 1240 Kirkhill Drive, NE SVSP 

project boundary. 

49.3 43.5 37.1 60.1 42.7 40.4 52.9 

B SVSP project site, 175 feet west of Fiddyment 

Road centerline. 

66.4 61.5 59.1 76.8 59.7 52.6 75.2 

C SVSP project site, 150 feet north of Baseline 

Road centerline. 

64.5 59.3 55.4 72.7 57.9 47.4 71.3 

D Central SVSP project site/southern boundary 

of Westbrook Project site. 

51.8 47.5 37.7 64.8 44.9 37.5 51.1 

Short-Term (10-hour) Noise Measurements 

1 NW corner of Westbrook Project site, 

approximately 0.75 mile south of WWTP. 

NA 40.6 39.6 54.2 40.1 40.0 45.1 

2 NE corner of Westbrook Project site at existing 

terminus of Pleasant Grove Boulevard. 

NA 46.7 41.5 61.5 36.0 35.7 44.4 

3 North SVSP project boundary/southern 

Westbrook project boundary, at existing 

terminus of Market Street. 

NA 37.6 36.9 42.0 36.0 35.7 44.4 

4 SE corner of SVSP site, near intersection of 

Baseline Road and Fiddyment Road. 

NA 70.8 67.7 80.2 62.3 53.8 77.4 

5 SW corner of SVSP site, north of Baseline 

Road. 

NA 68.0 55.0 82.6 63.9 42.5 84.2 

    

Source: J.C. Brennan & Associates 2011 

* Average measured hourly noise levels, dB(A) 

NA Not Applicable 
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3.12.3 REGULATORY FRAMEWORK – APPLICABLE LAWS, REGULATIONS, 

PLANS, AND POLICIES  

3.12.3.1 Federal Laws, Regulations, Plans, and Policies 

There are no federal regulations related to noise that apply to the Proposed Action. 

3.12.3.2 State Laws, Regulations, Plans, and Policies 

The State Building Code, Title 24, Part 2 of the State of California Code of Regulations establishes uniform 

minimum noise insulation performance standards to protect persons within new buildings that house 

people, including hotels, motels, dormitories, apartment houses, and dwellings other than single-family 

dwellings. Title 24 mandates that interior noise levels attributable to exterior sources shall not exceed 45 dB, 

Ldn, or CNEL in any habitable room. Title 24 also mandates that for structures containing noise-sensitive 

uses to be located where the Ldn or CNEL exceeds 60 dB, an acoustical analysis must be prepared to identify 

mechanisms for limiting exterior noise to the prescribed allowable interior levels. If the interior allowable 

noise levels are met by requiring that windows be kept close, the design for the structure must also specify a 

ventilation or air conditioning system to provide a habitable interior environment.  

3.12.3.3 Local Plans, Policies, and Ordinances 

City of Roseville General Plan 

The City of Roseville General Plan Noise Element provides the following goals and policies that are relevant 

to noise. 

Goal 1: Protect City residents from the harmful and annoying effects of exposure to excessive noise.  

Goal 2: Protect the economic base of the City by preventing incompatible land uses from 

encroaching upon existing or planned noise-producing uses. 

Policy:  Transportation Noise: Allow the development of new noise-sensitive land uses (which 

include but are not limited to residential, schools, and hospitals) only in areas exposed to 

existing or projected levels of noise from transportation noise sources which satisfy the 

levels specified in Table IX-1 (presented below as Table 3.12-4). Noise mitigation measures 

may be required to reduce noise in outdoor activity areas and interior spaces to the levels 

specified in Table IX-1. 

Policy:  Fixed Noise Source: Allow the development of new noise-sensitive uses (which include, but 

are not limited to; residential, school, and hospitals) only where the noise level due to fixed 

(non-transportation) noise sources satisfies the noise level standards of Table IX-3 (presented 

below as Table 3.12-5). Require proposed fixed noise sources adjacent to noise-sensitive uses 

to be mitigated so as not to exceed the noise level performance standards of Table IX-3. 
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Policy:  General: Where noise mitigation measures are required to achieve the standards of Tables 

IX-1 and IX- 3, the emphasis of such measures should be placed on site planning and project 

design. These measures may include, but are not limited to; building orientation, setbacks, 

landscaping, and building construction practices. The use of noise barriers, such as masonry 

walls, should be considered as a means of achieving the noise standards only after all other 

practical design-related noise mitigation measures have been integrated into the project.  

Policy: General: Regulate construction-related noise to reduce impacts on adjacent uses consistent 

with the City's Noise Ordinance. 

 

Table 3.12-4 

City of Roseville Maximum Allowable Noise Exposure for Transportation Noise Sources 

 

Land Use 

Outdoor Activity Areas1 Interior Spaces 

(Ldn/CNEL, dB) Ldn/CNEL, dB Leq, dB2 

Residential 603 45 -- 

Transient Lodging 603 45 -- 

Hospitals and Nursing Homes 603 45 -- 

Theaters, Auditoriums, Music Halls -- -- 35 

Churches, Meeting Halls 603 -- 40 

Office Buildings 65 -- 45 

Schools, Libraries, Museums -- -- 45 

Playgrounds, Neighborhood Parks 70 -- -- 

    

Source: City of Roseville, 2020 General Plan, Table IX-1 of the Noise Element 
1 Outdoor activity areas for residential developments are considered to be the back yard patios or decks of single-family dwelling, and 

the patios or common areas where people generally congregate for multi-family development. Outdoor activity areas for non-

residential developments are considered to be those common areas where people generally congregate, including pedestrian plazas, 

seating areas and outside lunch facilities. Where the location of outdoor activity areas is unknown, the exterior noise level standard 

shall be applied to the property line of the receiving land use.  
2 As determined for a typical worst-case hour during periods of use.  
3 Where it is not possible to reduce noise in outdoor activity areas to 60 dB Ldn/CNEL or less using a practical application of the best-

available noise reduction measures, an exterior noise level of up to 65 dB Ldn/CNEL may be allowed provided that available exterior 

noise level reduction measures have been implemented and interior noise levels area in compliance with this table.  

Note: Where a proposed use is not specifically listed on this table, the use shall comply with the noise exposure standards for the nearest 

similar use as determined by the Planning Department. Commercial and industrial uses have not been listed because such uses are 

not considered to be particularly sensitive to noise exposure.  
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Table 3.12-5 

City of Roseville Performance Standards for Non-Transportation Noise Sources 

 

Noise Level Descriptor Daytime (7:00 AM to 10:00 PM) Nighttime (10:00 PM to 7:00 AM) 

Hourly Average (Leq) 603 45 

Maximum Level (Lmax) 603 45 

    

Source: City of Roseville, 2020 General Plan, Table IX-1 of the Noise Element 

Note: Each of the noise levels specified above should be lowered by five dB for simple tone noises,  noises consisting primarily of speech or music, or 

for recurring impulsive noises. Such noises are generally considered by residents to be particularly annoying and are a primary source of noise 

complaints. These noise level standards do not apply to residential units established in conjunction with industrial or commercial uses (e.g., 

caretaker dwellings). No standards have been included for interior noise levels. Standard construction practices should, with  exterior noise levels 

identified, result in acceptable interior noise levels.  

 

City of Roseville Municipal Code 

The City of Roseville Noise Ordinance, Chapter 9.24 of the Municipal Code, establishes procedures and 

policies for handling noise complaints within the City. The Noise Ordinance establishes limits on noise 

sources, such as amplified music or sound.  

The Noise Ordinance exempts noise from private construction (e.g., construction, alteration or repair 

activities) between the hours of 7:00 AM and 7:00 PM Monday through Friday, and between the hours of 

8:00 AM and 8:00 PM Saturday and Sunday; however, all construction equipment must be fitted with factory 

installed muffling devices and that all construction equipment shall be maintained in good working order.  

Additionally, Section 9.24.030 (D) of the Roseville Municipal Code, exempts the normal operation of schools 

from noise level thresholds. The policy basis for this exemption is the fact that people are used to temporary 

noise impacts from schools, which generally occur during weekday work hours and reflect the normal 

activities of schoolchildren. 

Section 9.24.130 limits sound for events on public property. Noise sources associated with outside activities 

on public property (e.g., athletic events, sporting events, fairs, and entertainment events) are restricted 

between the hours of 8:00 AM and 10:30 PM Sunday through Thursday and between the hours of 8:00 AM 

and 11:00 PM on Fridays and Saturdays, and City recognized holidays. Noise shall not exceed 80 dB(A), 

Lmax at the property line of the site of the event. 
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3.12.4 SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS AND ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY 

3.12.4.1 Significance Thresholds 

Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) guidance requires an evaluation of a proposed action’s effect on 

the human environment. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) has determined that the Proposed 

Action or its alternatives would result in significant effects related to noise if the Proposed Action or an 

alternative would: 

 expose persons to or generate noise levels in excess of standards established in the City of Roseville 

Municipal Code Noise Ordinance; 

 expose persons to or generate excessive ground-borne vibration or ground-borne noise levels; 

 result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels 

existing without the project (For purposes of this EIS, a substantial increase is defined by the USACE 

as an increase of 3 dB or more. Changes in noise levels of less than 3 dB are generally not 

perceptible.); 

 be located in the vicinity of a public airport, public use airport or private airstrip and expose people 

residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels; or 

 result in a cumulative unmitigated significant increase in noise levels over levels that would exist 

without the project. 

3.12.4.2 Analysis Methodology 

Construction noise analysis uses data compiled for various pieces of construction equipment at a 

representative distance of 50 feet (15 meters), which is representative of the minimum likely distance from a 

residential receptor. Table 3.12-6 Typical Construction Equipment Noise presents noise levels produced by 

commonly used construction equipment at 50 feet (15 meters) from the source. 

 

Table 3.12-6 

Typical Construction Equipment Noise 

 

Type of Equipment Maximum Level (dB at 50 feet) 

Backhoe 78 

Compactor 83 

Compressor (air) 78 

Concrete Saw 90 

Dozer 82 

Dump Truck 76 

Excavator 81 

Generator 81 

Jackhammer 89 

Pneumatic Tools 85 

    

Source: Federal Highway Administration, FHWA-HEP-05-054, January 2006 
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The Federal Highway Administration Highway (FHWA) Traffic Noise Prediction Model (FHWA RD-77-108) 

was used to estimate existing and projected noise levels due to traffic. The model is based on the Calveno 

reference noise factors for automobiles, medium trucks and heavy trucks, with consideration given to vehicle 

volume, speed, roadway configuration, distance to the receiver, and the acoustical characteristics of the site. 

The FHWA model predicts hourly Leq values for free-flowing traffic conditions. To predict traffic noise 

levels in terms of Ldn, it is necessary to adjust the input volume to account for the day/night distribution of 

traffic. Inputs to the FHWA model included average daily traffic volumes and truck usage, and vehicle 

speeds on the local area roadways. The predicted increases in traffic noise levels on the local roadway 

network for baseline and future with project conditions are presented in terms of Ldn at a standard distance 

of 100 feet from the centerline of the roadway. 

Aviation noise is addressed through a combination of short-term and continuous site noise measurements of 

aircraft operations and review of adopted airport land use compatibility policies and noise contours.  

3.12.5 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact NOISE-1 Construction Noise and Vibration  

No Action 

Alt. 

Certain construction activities would generate noise levels in excess of City of Roseville 

noise standards that could adversely affect on- and off-site receptors. This represents a 

significant direct effect. Although mitigation is proposed to reduce this effect, it would not 

be completely avoided in the case of the construction of the on-site well. A residual 

significant direct effect would remain after mitigation. No indirect effects would occur. 

Construction activities on the project site would generate noise levels that would affect 

existing residential receptors east of the project site. If the approved West Roseville Specific 

Plan and the planned Sierra Vista Specific Plan projects are built out prior to the 

development of the Westbrook project site, construction noise associated with the No Action 

Alternative could also affect future residences to the north and south of the project site, 

respectively. In addition, because construction would occur in phases, some on-site 

residential uses built during the early phases of the development would be exposed to noise 

generated during the construction of later phases of development.  

Noise levels typical of construction equipment, as indicated in Table 3.12-6, range from 76 to 

90 dB at a distance of 50 feet (15 meters) from the noise source. Construction of 

infrastructure projects can generate noise levels of approximately 90 dB at a distance of 

50 feet (15 meters) from the noise source (City of Roseville 2010). Well drilling, which 

requires around-the-clock drilling, typically for periods of approximately two weeks, could 

result in significant effects while nearby residents are trying to sleep. No pile driving or 

other unusual construction practices besides well drilling are proposed. Construction 

activities would be temporary in nature and, with the exception of well drilling, are 

anticipated to occur during normal daytime working hours (City of Roseville 2010). Noise 

would also be generated during the construction phase by increased truck traffic on area 

roadways, particularly trucks transporting heavy materials and equipment to and from 

construction sites.  
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The Roseville Noise Ordinance (Section 9.24.030) restricts construction activities to the hours 

of 7:00 AM to 7:00 PM Monday through Friday, and 8:00 AM to 8:00 PM Saturday and 

Sunday, and requires appropriate sound muffling devices be installed on construction 

equipment. These municipal code requirements ensure that construction noise is limited to 

the daytime hours, and that equipment noise is minimized. Compliance with the City’s 

Noise Ordinance would minimize significant effects.  

However, noise from infrastructure projects such as construction of the on-site well and the 

maintenance of those facilities would result in potentially significant direct effects because 

the activities would occur during hours outside of the normal construction hours allowed by 

the Noise Ordinance.  

Mitigation Measure NOISE-1 would address this potentially significant noise effect of the 

No Action Alternative. This measure includes provisions that require equipment warm-up 

areas, water tanks, and equipment storage areas to be located in an area as far away from 

existing residences as feasible. The measure also requires well drilling to occur prior to 

construction of the adjacent subdivision. If construction timing for the well occurs after 

subdivision construction, and if well construction is located within 1,000 feet (305 meters) of 

an occupied residence, then measures to reduce noise will include hanging flexible sound 

control curtains around the drilling apparatus and the drill rig whenever feasible.  

Mitigation Measure NOISE-1 is the same as Mitigation Measure 4.6-1 in the Sierra Vista 

Specific Plan EIR. The USACE assumes that the City would impose this mitigation measure 

to address this potentially significant effect of the No Action Alternative. However, because 

construction-related noise associated with the on-site well would occur outside of hours 

considered acceptable under the City’s Noise Ordinance, the City concluded in the Sierra 

Vista Specific Plan EIR that this mitigation measure would not reduce the effect to less than 

significant (City of Roseville 2010). The USACE also finds that, for the same reason, a 

residual significant direct effect from construction of the on-site well and maintenance of 

the well facilities would remain after mitigation. No indirect effects would occur. 

Proposed 

Action, Alts. 

1 through 5 

The Proposed Action and all of the on-site alternatives would construct a moderate scale, 

mixed-use development on the project site. As the distance to sensitive receptors would be 

similar and well drilling would be required, as with the No Action Alternative, the Proposed 

Action and all of the on-site alternatives would result in significant direct effects related to 

construction noise and vibration based on the significance criteria listed above. No indirect 

effects would occur. 

Mitigation Measure NOISE-1 would address this effect. As noted above, this measure is the 

same as Mitigation Measure 4.6-1 in the Sierra Vista Specific Plan EIR and was adopted by 

the City of Roseville at the time of Westbrook project approval and will be enforced by the 

City. The USACE assumes that the City of Roseville would impose the same mitigation 

measure on all of the on-site alternatives to address this effect. However, because 
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construction-related noise of the on-site well would occur outside of hours considered 

acceptable under the City’s Noise Ordinance, this mitigation measure would not reduce the 

effect to less than significant. The USACE finds that a residual significant direct effect 

would remain after mitigation. No indirect effects would occur. 

Off-Site Alt. The Off-Site Alternative would construct a moderate scale, mixed-use project on the 

alternative site located approximately 3 miles (4.8 kilometers) northeast of the project site. 

Construction activities on the alternative site would generate noise levels that could affect 

existing residences to the south. In addition, because construction would likely occur in 

phases, some on-site residential uses built during the early phases of the development 

would be exposed to noise generated during the construction of later phases of development 

on the alternative site. Therefore, direct construction noise effects would be significant 

based on the significance criteria listed above. 

Mitigation Measure NOISE-1, which is the same as Mitigation Measure 4.6-1 in the Sierra 

Vista Specific Plan EIR, would address this effect. The USACE assumes that the City of 

Roseville would impose this mitigation measure on the Off-Site Alternative. For the same 

reasons presented above, this mitigation measure would not reduce the effect to less than 

significant. The USACE finds that a residual significant direct effect would remain after 

mitigation. No indirect effects would occur. 

Mitigation Measure NOISE-1: Construction Noise Policies  

(Applicability – No Action, Proposed Action, and All Alternatives) 

 Construction activities shall comply with the requirements of the City of Roseville Noise Ordinance.  

 Locate fixed construction equipment such as compressors and generators as far as possible from sensitive 

receptors. Shroud or shield all impact tools, and muffle or shield all intake and exhaust ports on power 

construction equipment. 

 Designate a construction disturbance coordinator and conspicuously post the Coordinator’s contact 

information around the project site and in adjacent public spaces. The disturbance coordinator will receive all 

public complaints about construction noise disturbances, and will be responsible for determining the cause of 

the complaint, and implementing any feasible measures to be taken to alleviate the problem. 

 Well drilling shall occur prior to construction of the adjacent subdivision, to the extent feasible. If construction 

timing for the wells occurs after subdivision construction, then measures to reduce noise shall include hanging 

flexible sound control curtains around the drilling apparatus, and the drill rig, to the degree feasible, as 

determined by the City, if located within 1,000 feet (305 kilometers) of an occupied residence. 
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Impact NOISE-2 Noise from On-Site Activities 

No Action 

Alt. 

Noise associated with commercial uses on the project site would potentially result in 

significant indirect effects on sensitive receptors. With implementation of mitigation 

measures, the indirect effects of commercial noise would be reduced to less than 

significant. Although noise from schools would be audible to nearby residents, the indirect 

effect would be considered less than significant because people in urban areas are used to 

temporary noise effects from schools, which generally occur during weekday work hours 

and reflect typical activities of school children. Mitigation is not required. Indirect noise 

effects from neighborhood parks would be significant but with mitigation, the indirect 

effects would be reduced to less than significant. No direct effects would occur. 

Commercial Uses 

Within the project site, commercial uses would be located adjacent to low, medium, and 

high density residential uses in the southeast corner of the site, along La Sierra Drive south 

of Pleasant Grove Boulevard, and between Silver Spruce Drive and Westbrook Boulevard 

south of Pleasant Grove Boulevard. Noise sources associated with commercial uses could 

include, but are not limited to, commercial loading docks associated with grocery stores, on-

site truck circulation, rooftop heating and ventilation equipment, and trash pickup. These 

sources could generate noise levels that would be perceptible to nearby residences. No 

specific site designs are proposed for commercial uses at this time; therefore, noise levels 

cannot be estimated with any specificity. However, based on noise levels that are typically 

generated by the activities in commercial centers, indoor and outdoor noise levels at 

residences located more than 150 feet (46 meters) from commercial uses would not be 

expected to exceed noise standards (City of Roseville 2010). However, the 60 dB exterior and 

45 dB interior noise standards could be exceeded if homes were closer than 150 feet 

(46 meters) from a commercial development. This represents a potentially significant 

indirect effect. 

Mitigation Measure NOISE-2a would address this potential significant effect of the No 

Action Alternative. This mitigation measure includes measures such as building orientation, 

shielding (e.g., berms, masonry walls, landscaping), restriction of delivery hours, and 

screening of HVAC equipment, to be used to reduce noise levels at residences within 

150 feet (46 meters) of commercial uses. With implementation of these or other effective 

design measures identified in site-specific acoustical analyses for the commercial 

developments on the project site, noise levels associated with commercial uses are expected 

to meet the acceptable noise level criteria. This mitigation measure also requires that an 

acoustic analysis be performed to demonstrate that the measures selected for each 

commercial development within 150 feet (46 meters) of residences would ensure that City 

noise standards are met.  

Mitigation Measure NOISE-2a is the same as Mitigation Measure 4.6-2 in the Sierra Vista 

Specific Plan EIR. The USACE assumes that the City would impose this mitigation measure 

on the No Action Alternative. By reducing noise from commercial uses, the Sierra Vista 

Specific Plan EIR determined that this mitigation measure would reduce the effect to less 
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than significant (City of Roseville 2010). The USACE agrees with the conclusion in the Sierra 

Vista Specific Plan EIR and finds that with this mitigation, this indirect effect would be 

reduced to less than significant. No direct effects would occur. 

Schools 

The No Action Alternative would include one elementary school at the intersection of Sierra 

Trail Drive and Mountain Glen Drive. The school would be located adjacent to residential 

areas. The noise sources associated with school sites are generally associated with outdoor 

sports and play areas. Other noise sources could include heating and ventilation equipment, 

parking lot noise, and bells that indicate the start or end of class periods. Noise sources from 

outdoor school sports areas generally include crowd and player noise, and public address 

systems. On average, noise at games and outdoor sporting events is around 60 dB Leq at a 

distance of 100 feet (30 meters) from the source or effective noise center of playing fields 

(City of Roseville 2010). Based on this average, noise levels are predicted to range from 44 to 

46 dB Leq at the nearest residential receptors. Section 9.24.030 (D) of the Roseville Municipal 

Code, exempts the normal operation of schools from noise level thresholds. The policy basis 

for this exemption is the fact that people in urban areas are used to temporary noise effects 

from schools, which generally occur during weekday work hours and reflect typical 

activities of schoolchildren (City of Roseville 2010). Therefore, indirect noise effects from the 

school would be less than significant. Mitigation is not required. No direct effects would 

occur. 

Parks 

The No Action Alternative would include four neighborhood parks that would be adjacent 

to residential and open space uses. Neighborhood parks are defined as a landscaped park 

designed to serve a concentrated population or neighborhood. They are often developed as a 

recreation facility with a balance of passive and active recreation areas. Typical 

improvements are play areas, picnic table, athletic fields, multi-use turf, hard courts, natural 

areas, pathways, and security lighting. No athletic field lights are provided.  

Children playing at neighborhood parks could be considered potentially significant noise 

sources which may adversely affect adjacent noise-sensitive land uses. Typical noise levels 

associated with groups of approximately 50 children playing at a distance of 50 feet 

(15 meters) generally range from 55 to 60 dB Leq, with maximum noise levels ranging from 

70 to 75 dB. It is expected that the playground areas would be used during daytime hours. 

Therefore, noise levels from the playgrounds would need to comply with the City of 

Roseville 50 dB Leq and 70 dB Lmax exterior noise level standards at the nearest residential 

uses. Based upon the typical noise level data discussed above, the 50 dB Leq noise contour 

would be located approximately 158 feet from the center of playgrounds. The 70 dB Lmax 

contour would be located approximately 90 feet from the center of playgrounds 

(J.C. Brennan & Associates 2011). 

Given the proximity of most parks to residential uses, the potential for exceedance of the 
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City of Roseville noise standards exists depending on the orientation and proximity of the 

play areas to the nearest residences, the number of children using the play areas at a given 

time, and the types of activities the children are engaged in. This indirect effect is potentially 

significant. 

If park areas are separated from residential uses by local roadways, mitigation would not be 

required. However, where neighborhood parks abut residential uses, a 6-foot tall sound 

wall, or 160-foot setback to play areas, as required by Mitigation Measure NOISE-2b, 

would reduce the effects to less than significant. This measure is excerpted from Mitigation 

Measure 4.6-3 in the Sierra Vista Specific Plan EIR. The USACE assumes that the City would 

impose this mitigation measure on the No Action Alternative. By reducing noise from parks, 

the Sierra Vista Specific Plan EIR determined that this mitigation measure would reduce the 

effect to less than significant (City of Roseville 2010). The USACE agrees with the conclusion 

in the Sierra Vista Specific Plan EIR and finds that with mitigation, this indirect effect would 

be reduced to less than significant. No direct effects would occur. 

Proposed 

Action, Alts. 

1 through 5 

The Proposed Action and all of the on-site alternatives would construct a moderate scale, 

mixed-use development on the project site and would include all of the noise sources 

(commercial uses, one elementary school adjacent to residential uses, and neighborhood 

parks) described above for the No Action Alternative. Noise associated with commercial 

uses and the neighborhood parks on the project site under the Proposed Action and all of 

the on-site alternatives would result in potential indirect significant effects on sensitive 

receptors due to the proximity of on-site residential uses to these noise sources. Under all of 

the on-site alternatives, with mitigation, indirect noise effects from commercial uses and the 

neighborhood parks would be reduced to less than significant. Indirect noise effects from 

the school would be less than significant. Mitigation is not required. 

Commercial Uses 

Similar to the No Action Alternative, no specific site designs have been proposed for 

commercial uses at this time; therefore, noise levels cannot be estimated with any specificity 

at this time. However, as shown in the land use plans for the Proposed Action and each of 

the on-site alternatives, commercial uses would be located adjacent to moderate or high 

density residential uses in the southeast corner of the site, along La Sierra Drive south of 

Pleasant Grove Boulevard, and between Silver Spruce Drive and Westbrook Boulevard 

south of Pleasant Grove Boulevard (in the cases of Alternatives 1 through 3). Due to the 

proximity of commercial uses, noise levels are expected to exceed City standards for 

residential uses. This represents an significant indirect effect based on the significance 

criteria listed above and for the same reasons presented above for the No Action Alternative. 

Mitigation Measure NOISE-2a would address this effect. As noted above, this mitigation 

measure is the same as Mitigation Measure 4.6-2 in the Sierra Vista Specific Plan EIR which 

was adopted by the City of Roseville at the time of Westbrook project approval and will be 



 3.12 Noise 

Impact Sciences, Inc. 3.12-17 Westbrook Draft EIS 

USACE #200500938  May 2013 

enforced by the City. The USACE assumes that the City of Roseville would impose the same 

mitigation measure on all of the on-site alternatives to address this effect. For the same 

reasons presented above for the No Action Alternative, the USACE finds that this indirect 

effect would be reduced to less than significant. No direct effects would occur. 

Schools 

The noise at the nearest sensitive receptors generated by school activities under the 

Proposed Action and the on-site alternatives would be similar to that described above for 

the No Action Alternative because the residential uses would be at similar distances from 

the on-site elementary school. Noise from normal school operations under the Proposed 

Action and on-site alternatives would be exempt from the City of Roseville noise level 

thresholds. Therefore, indirect noise effects from school-related activities would be less than 

significant under the Proposed Action and all on-site alternatives based on the significance 

criteria listed above and for the same reasons presented above for the No Action Alternative. 

Mitigation is not required. No direct effects would occur. 

Parks 

Similar to the No Action Alternative, given the proximity of parks to residential uses, there 

is potential for exceedance of the City of Roseville noise standards under the Proposed 

Action and all of the on-site alternatives, which would result in a significant indirect effect.  

Mitigation Measure NOISE-2b would address this effect. As noted above, this measure is 

excerpted from Mitigation Measure 4.6-3 in the Sierra Vista Specific Plan EIR which was 

adopted by the City of Roseville at the time of Westbrook project approval and will be 

enforced by the City. The USACE assumes that the City of Roseville would impose the same 

mitigation measure on all of the on-site alternatives to address this effect. By reducing park-

related noise levels at the nearest sensitive receptors, this mitigation measure would reduce 

the indirect effect to less than significant. No direct effects would occur. 

Off-Site Alt. The Off-Site Alternative would construct a moderate scale, mixed-use community on the 

alternate site that would also include commercial uses, industrial uses, one elementary 

school adjacent to residential uses, and neighborhood parks. An open space buffer of at least 

100 feet would separate on-site residential uses from existing industrial uses near the 

alternative site.  

Commercial and Industrial Uses 

Similar to the No Action Alternative, no specific site designs are proposed for commercial 

and industrial uses at this time; therefore, noise levels cannot be estimated with any 

specificity. However, based on noise levels that are typically generated by the activities in 

commercial centers or industrial areas, if commercial or industrial activities are located 

closer than 150 feet from residential uses, the noise levels that the residential uses could be 

exposed to could potentially exceed City standards for residential uses. This represents a 



 3.12 Noise 

Impact Sciences, Inc. 3.12-18 Westbrook Draft EIS 

USACE #200500938  May 2013 

significant indirect noise effect based on the significance criteria listed above and for the 

same reasons presented above for the No Action Alternative. The USACE assumes that the 

City of Roseville would impose Mitigation Measure NOISE-2a on the Off-Site Alternative 

and finds that the measure would reduce the indirect effect to less than significant. No 

direct effects would occur. 

Schools 

The noise at the nearest sensitive receptors generated by school activities under this 

alternative would be similar to the No Action Alternative. Noise from normal school 

operations under the Off-Site Alternative would be exempted from the City of Roseville 

noise level thresholds. Therefore, indirect noise effects from school-related activities would 

be less than significant under this alternative based on the significance criteria listed above 

and for the same reasons presented above for the No Action Alternative. Mitigation is not 

required. No direct effects would occur. 

Parks 

Given the proximity of parks to residential uses, depending on the orientation and 

proximity of the play areas to the nearest residences, noise from the neighborhood parks 

could result in an exceedance of the City of Roseville noise standards at the nearby 

residences, which would be a significant indirect effect. The USACE assumes that the City 

of Roseville would impose Mitigation Measure NOISE-2b on the Off-Site Alternative and 

finds that the mitigation measure would reduce the indirect effect to less than significant. 

No direct effects would occur. 

Mitigation Measure NOISE-2a: Commercial Noise Controls 

(Applicability – No Action, Proposed Action, and All Alternatives) 

For commercial uses within 150 feet (46 meters) of residential uses, the applicants shall implement the following or 

equally effective measures: 

 In general, where commercial land uses adjoin residential property lines, the following measures should be 

included in the design of the commercial use. If the primary noise sources are parking lots, HVAC equipment 

and light truck deliveries, then 6- to 7-foot-tall masonry walls shall be constructed to provide adequate 

isolation of parking lot and delivery truck activities. HVAC equipment shall be located either at ground level, 

or when located on rooftops the building facades shall include parapets for shielding. 

 Where commercial uses adjoin common residential property lines, and loading docks or truck circulation 

routes face the residential areas, the following mitigation measures shall be included in the project design: 

 Loading docks and truck delivery areas shall maintain a minimum distance of 30 feet from residential 

property lines. 

 Property line barriers shall be 6 to 8 feet (1.8 to 2.4 meters) in height. Circulation routes for trucks shall be 

located a minimum of 30 feet (9 meters) from residential property lines. 

 All heating, cooling, and ventilation equipment shall be located within mechanical rooms where possible. 

 All heating, cooling, and ventilation equipment shall be shielded from view with solid barriers. 
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 Emergency generators shall comply with the local noise criteria at the nearest noise-sensitive receivers. 

 In cases where loading docks or truck delivery circulation routes are located less than 100 feet (30 meters) 

from residential property lines, an acoustical evaluation shall be submitted to verify compliance with the 

City of Roseville Noise Level Performance Standards. 

Mitigation Measure NOISE-2b: Attenuate Park Noise  

(Applicability – No Action, Proposed Action, and All Alternatives) 

 Activities at the proposed community-wide park shall be scheduled to occur during daytime hours (7:00 AM to 

10:00 PM). 

 Public address (PA) systems shall be designed, installed, and tested to comply with the requirements of the 

City of Roseville Municipal Code Noise Ordinance at the nearest sensitive receptors. 

 Wood fencing, or 160-foot (49 meters) setbacks adjacent to active recreation areas, shall be included in the 

project design where neighborhood parks abut residential uses. 

  

Impact NOISE-3 Increase in Traffic Noise at Buildout (Year 2025) 

No Action 

Alt. 

Traffic-related noise from the No Action Alternative would exceed City of Roseville noise 

standards that could adversely affect on-site and off-site sensitive receptors. This would 

result in significant indirect effects. With mitigation, the indirect effect on on-site sensitive 

receptors would be reduced to less than significant. No feasible mitigation measures are 

available to fully address the effect on off-site sensitive receptors. The indirect effect would 

be significant. No direct effects would occur. 

On-Site Exterior Noise Levels with Project Traffic  

Traffic noise was not separately modeled for the No Action Alternative. However, as shown 

below in Table 3.12-7, Year 2025 + Project Traffic Noise Levels at Proposed Residential 

Uses, traffic noise levels along Pleasant Grove Boulevard, Santucci Boulevard, and 

Westbrook Drive are projected to exceed the City’s General Plan noise standard of 60 dB 

Ldn with the traffic added by the Proposed Action. Although the No Action Alternative 

would generate substantially fewer vehicle trips (30 percent) than the Proposed Action, the 

exterior noise standard of 60 dB Ldn for residential areas is expected to be exceeded under 

the No Action Alternative and project site residents would be exposed to excessive noise 

levels. This would result in a significant indirect effect.  

To address exterior noise effects on residential receptors on-site, the No Action Alternative 

would implement Mitigation Measure NOISE-3, which includes requirements for masonry 

walls and/or landscaped berms to create barriers between noise sources and receptors. This 

measure is the same as Mitigation Measure 4.6-4 in the Sierra Vista Specific Plan EIR. The 

USACE assumes that the City of Roseville would impose the same mitigation measure on 

the No Action Alternative to address this effect. By requiring the creation of barriers 

between noise sources and receptors, this mitigation measure would reduce the indirect 



 3.12 Noise 

Impact Sciences, Inc. 3.12-20 Westbrook Draft EIS 

USACE #200500938  May 2013 

effect to less than significant. No direct effects would occur. 

On-Site Interior Noise Levels with Project Traffic 

Traffic from the No Action Alternative would have a less than significant indirect effect on 

interior noise levels on the project site. The City of Roseville interior noise level standard is 

45 dB Ldn. Generally, new construction practices consistent with the California Building 

Code (CBC) would result in an exterior to interior noise reduction of 25 to 30 dB Ldn. The 

CBC construction practices would be a part of the project. As shown in Table 3.12-7, traffic 

noise levels along project site major roadways would be 66 to 67 dB. With construction that 

is consistent with the CBC, these noise levels would reduce to below the 45 dB Ldn standard 

inside the residences on the project site. No direct effects would occur. 

Off-Site Exterior and Interior Noise Levels with Project Traffic  

Table 3.12-8, Year 2025 Traffic Noise Levels below shows the noise levels expected to result 

with the addition of traffic that would be generated by the Proposed Action. As shown in 

the table, although background traffic would cause noise levels exceeding 60 dB Ldn along 

several off-site roadways, the incremental traffic added by the Proposed Action would cause 

an imperceptible (less than 3 dB) increase in noise. Because the No Action Alternative would 

add substantially less traffic to these roadways, the increase in both exterior and interior 

noise levels at the residences near the roadways would be even smaller (less than 1 dB). 

Nonetheless, any contribution to an area where the exterior noise levels exceed the City’s 

noise standards is considered a significant indirect effect. However, traffic noise effects at 

existing noise-sensitive areas are difficult to mitigate. The measures that would be needed to 

reduce noise levels to 60 dB Ldn in residential areas include a combination of setbacks, 

berms, landscaping, and masonry walls. Relative elevations of the roadways and elevations 

of building pads affect the ability to reduce noise levels. Some areas may already have noise 

barriers, or new noise barriers may be infeasible from a cost standpoint, or ineffective due to 

openings in the barriers that are required for roadway or driveway ingress and egress. 

Therefore, with respect to off-site receptors, feasible measures are not available to 

adequately reduce the contributions of the No Action Alternative to traffic noise, and this 

would be a significant indirect effect. No direct effects would occur. 
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Proposed 

Action 

The Proposed Action would also result in significant effects from traffic-related noise at on-

site and off-site sensitive receptors. With mitigation, the indirect effect to on-site sensitive 

receptors would be reduced to less than significant. No feasible mitigation measures are 

available to fully address the effect to off-site sensitive receptors. There would be a residual 

significant indirect effect. No direct effects would occur. 

On-Site Exterior Noise Levels with Project Traffic 

Traffic from the Proposed Action would have a significant effect on exterior noise levels. The 

predicted traffic noise levels at residential uses that would be located adjacent to major 

roadways within the project site are shown in Table 3.12-7, Year 2025 + Project Traffic 

Noise Levels at Proposed Residential Uses. 

The estimated noise levels along most of the study roadways would exceed the exterior 

noise level standard of 60 dB Ldn for residential uses, which is a significant effect. To 

address this effect, the Proposed Action would implement Mitigation Measure NOISE-3, 

which includes requirements for the construction of masonry walls and/or landscaped 

berms to create barriers between noise sources and receptors. Table 3.12-7 shows the 

approximate heights of sound walls that would be required to achieve compliance, 

assuming flat site conditions where roadway elevations, base of wall elevations, and 

building pad elevations are approximately equivalent. 

 

Table 3.12-7 

Year 2025 + Project Traffic Noise Levels at Proposed Residential Uses 

 

Roadway Segment 

Approximate 

Residential 

Setback (feet)* ADT 

Predicted Traffic Noise Levels (Ldn) 

No 

Wall 

6-foot 

Wall 

7-foot 

Wall 

8-foot 

Wall 

9-foot 

Wall 

Pleasant Grove  East of Westbrook 100 24,716 67 61 60 59 57 

Pleasant Grove West of Westbrook 100 25,026 67 61 60 59 58 

Santucci South of Mountain Glen Drive 116 24,062 66 60 59 58 57 

Westbrook South of Mountain Glen Drive 100 20,438 66 60 59 58 57 

    

Source: J.C. Brennan & Associates 2011 

* Measured 100 feet from centerline of the roadway.  

 

 Note that the noise levels reported in Table 3.12-7 are estimated at the setbacks reported in 

the table and can over- or under-estimate actual noise levels depending on a number of 

factors.1 Therefore, based on the estimated numbers, unless all proposed sound walls are at 

                                                        
1  Factors that influence noise levels include ground absorption, air absorption, topography, atmospheric conditions 

such as wind and temperature gradients, and distance between noise source and receptors. At worst case, noise 

levels can be predicted within about 1 to 2 dB accuracy at distances of 500 to 1,000 feet or less from a source without 

complex topography. 
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least 9 feet (2.7 meters) high, there is no assurance that noise levels will decline to levels at or 

below 60 dB Ldn. To address this, Mitigation Measure NOISE-3 requires a site-specific 

acoustical study to be conducted to determine the appropriate height and location of the 

sound wall.  

Mitigation Measure NOISE-3 is the same as Mitigation Measure 4.6-4 in the Sierra Vista 

Specific Plan EIR and was adopted by the City of Roseville at the time of Westbrook project 

approval and will be enforced by the City. By requiring a site-specific acoustical study, the 

Sierra Vista Specific Plan EIR determined that this mitigation measure would reduce the 

effect to less than significant (City of Roseville 2010). The USACE agrees with the conclusion 

in the Sierra Vista Specific Plan EIR and finds that with mitigation, this indirect effect would 

be reduced to less than significant. No direct effects would occur. 

Interior Noise Levels with Project Traffic 

As noted above, the City of Roseville interior noise level standard is 45 dB Ldn, and 

generally, new construction practices consistent with the CBC would result in an exterior to 

interior noise reduction of 25 to 30 dB Ldn. The CBC construction practices would be a part 

of the project. As shown in Table 3.12-7, traffic noise levels along project site major 

roadways would be 66 to 67 dB. With construction that is consistent with the CBC, these 

noise levels would reduce to below the 45 dB Ldn standard inside the residences. The 

indirect effect would be less than significant. Mitigation is not required. No direct effects 

would occur. 

Off-Site Interior and Exterior Noise Levels with Project Traffic  

Existing traffic noise currently exceeds 60 dB Ldn on many roadways in the vicinity of the 

project site. As shown in Table 3.12-8, Year 2025 Traffic Noise Levels under Background 

plus Proposed Action Conditions, traffic noise levels in 2025 are projected to exceed the 

City’s General Plan noise standard of 60 dB Ldn on nine roadway segments in the vicinity, 

without the traffic added by the Proposed Action. Buildout of the Proposed Action would 

contribute additional traffic to these roadways, which would further increase the noise 

levels anywhere from 0.0 to 2.3 dB Ldn. Although the increases would not be perceptible, 

any contribution to noise levels that exceed City noise standards would be a significant 

indirect effect.  

As noted above, measures that would reduce noise levels to 60 dB Ldn in residential areas 

include a combination of setbacks, berms, landscaping, and masonry walls. However, 

relative elevations of the roadways and elevations of building pads affect the ability to 

reduce noise levels, and substantial traffic noise effects at existing noise-sensitive areas are 

generally difficult to mitigate. Some areas may already have noise barriers, or new noise 

barriers may be infeasible or ineffective. Therefore, with respect to off-site receptors, feasible 

measures are not available to adequately reduce the contributions of the Proposed Action to 

traffic noise. The indirect effect would be significant. No direct effects would occur.  
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Table 3.12-8 

Year 2025 Traffic Noise Levels under Background plus Proposed Action Conditions 

 

Roadway Segment 

Traffic Noise Levels 

(Ldn dB(A))1 

Distance to Contours 

(feet) Year 2025  

Distance to Contours 

(feet) Year 2025 + Project 

Year 

2025  

Year 2025 

+ Project Change 

70 dB 

Ldn 

65 dB 

Ldn 

60 dB 

Ldn 

70 dB 

Ldn 

65 dB 

Ldn 

60 dB 

Ldn 

Baseline West of Watt 70.4 72.5 2.1 107 230 496 148 319 686 

Baseline East of Watt 71.0 72.8 1.8 116 250 538 153 331 712 

Baseline  East of Walerga 71.3 71.4 0.1 123 265 571 124 266 574 

Baseline  East of Cook-Riolo 70.0 70.1 0.1 101 217 467 101 218 470 

Watt  South of Baseline  67.6 68.2 0.6 69 149 321 76 165 355 

Walerga  South of Baseline  67.4 68.6 1.2 67 145 313 81 174 375 

PFE  East of Watt 63.2 63.7 0.5 35 76 164 38 82 177 

Fiddyment  South of Athens  69.8 69.8 0.0 97 209 450 98 210 453 

Sunset West of Fiddyment 54.3 56.5 2.3 9 19 42 13 27 59 

Athens East of Fiddyment  67.7 68.6 0.9 70 151 326 81 174 375 

    

Source: J.C. Brennan & Associates 2011 

* Measured 100 feet from centerline of the roadway.  

 

Alts. 1 

through 5 

All of the on-site alternatives would construct a moderate scale, mixed-use development on 

the project site. As discussed in Section 3.14, Transportation and Traffic, all of the on-site 

alternatives would result in substantially lower (13 to 49 percent) trip generation than the 

Proposed Action. The trip distribution on study area roadways would be similar to that of the 

Proposed Action. Due to the lower number of trips generated under the alternatives, the 

traffic related noise effects on on-site and off-site receptors would be lower than under the 

Proposed Action, but exterior noise levels under 2025 conditions would still exceed the 60 dB 

Ldn noise standard for residential uses.  

To address exterior noise effects on residential receptors on the project site, Alternatives 1 

through 5 would also implement Mitigation Measure NOISE-3, which includes requirements 

for masonry walls and/or landscaped berms to create barriers between noise sources and 

receptors. As noted above, this measure is the same as Mitigation Measure 4.6-4 in the Sierra 

Vista Specific Plan EIR. The USACE assumes that the City of Roseville would impose the 

same mitigation measure on all of the on-site alternatives to address this effect. By requiring 

the creation of barriers between noise sources and receptors, this mitigation measure would 

reduce the indirect effect to less than significant.  

With respect to off-site existing receptors, for the same reasons presented above for the No 

Action Alternative and the Proposed Action, feasible measures are not available to adequately 

reduce the contributions of these alternatives to traffic noise, and this would remain a 

significant indirect effect. No direct effects would occur. 
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Off-Site Alt. The Off-Site Alternative would result in significant indirect effects from traffic-related noise 

at on-site and off-site sensitive receptors. With mitigation, the indirect effect to on-site 

sensitive receptors would be reduced to less than significant. No feasible mitigation 

measures are available to fully address the effect to off-site sensitive receptors. The indirect 

effect would be significant. No direct effects would occur. 

On-Site Exterior Noise Levels with Project Traffic  

The Off-Site Alternative would be built out over time and 2025 is the earliest year by which 

buildout could occur and produce the highest traffic levels. Traffic noise was modeled for the 

Off-Site Alternative (see Appendix 3.12). As shown below in Table 3.12-9, traffic noise levels 

in 2025 are projected to exceed the City’s General Plan noise standard of 60 dB Ldn on the two 

major roadway segments, with or without the traffic added by the Off-Site Alternative. The 

projected traffic noise level along West Sunset Boulevard west of Industrial Avenue under 

2025 conditions without the project is 66.4 dB Ldn. This would increase by 0.9 dB to 67.3 dB 

Ldn with implementation of the Off-Site Alternative. Traffic noise levels along North Foothills 

Boulevard south of Athens Avenue are projected to be 66.1 dB Ldn under 2025 conditions 

with and without the traffic added by the Off-Site Alternative.  

To address exterior noise effects on residential receptors on site, the Off-Site Alternative 

would implement Mitigation Measure NOISE-3, which includes requirements for masonry 

walls and/or landscaped berms to create barriers between noise sources and receptors. This 

measure is the same as Mitigation Measure 4.6-4 in the Sierra Vista Specific Plan EIR. The 

USACE assumes that the City of Roseville would impose the same mitigation measure on the 

Off-Site Alternative to address this effect. By requiring the creation of barriers between noise 

sources and receptors, this mitigation measure would reduce the indirect effect to less than 

significant. No direct effects would occur. 

 

 

Table 3.12-9 

Year 2025 Traffic Noise Levels at Off-Site Alternative  

 

Roadway Segment 

Traffic Noise Levels (dB Ldn) 

Year 2025  Year 2025 + Project Change 

Sunset West of Industrial 66.4 67.3 0.9 

Foothills South of Athens 66.1 66.1 0.0 

    

Source: Impact Sciences 2012 

 



 3.12 Noise 

Impact Sciences, Inc. 3.12-25 Westbrook Draft EIS 

USACE #200500938  May 2013 

 Interior Noise Levels with Project Traffic 

As noted above, the City of Roseville interior noise level standard is 45 dB Ldn. Generally, 

new construction practices consistent with the CBC would result in an exterior to interior 

noise reduction of 25 to 30 dB Ldn. The CBC construction practices would be a part of the 

project. Exterior noise levels at the nearest residences along the major roadways on the 

alternative site would be approximately 66.1 to 67.3 dB Ldn, as shown in Table 3.12-9, Year 

2025 Traffic Noise Levels at Off-Site Alternative. These levels would attenuate to less than 

45 dB Ldn with standard construction. Therefore, traffic noise from the Off-Site Alternative 

would not exceed 45 dB Ldn in interior spaces. No direct effects would occur. 

Off-Site Exterior and Interior Noise Levels with Project Traffic  

Noise levels along other roadways in the vicinity of the alternative site were not specifically 

modeled. However, as with the No Action Alternative and the Proposed Action, it is 

anticipated that noise levels along major roadways will exceed the City’s exterior noise 

standard of 60 dB for residential areas as a result of regional growth. As with the No Action 

Alternative and the Proposed Action, feasible measures are not available to adequately reduce 

the traffic noise effect at all locations, and this would remain a significant indirect effect. No 

direct effects would occur. 

Mitigation Measure NOISE-3: Traffic Noise Attenuation 

(Applicability – No Action, Proposed Action, and All Alternatives) 

 Masonry walls and/or landscaped berms shall be constructed along the major project-area roadways adjacent to 

proposed residential uses if acoustical studies warrant sound attenuation, otherwise standard wood fencing is 

acceptable. Table 4.6-10 data from the Sierra Vista Specific Plan EIR prepared by the City of Roseville shall be 

consulted to determine appropriate barrier heights. If the assumptions shown in Table 4.6-10 vary 

considerably, a detailed analysis of exterior and interior mitigation measures should be conducted when 

tentative maps become available.  

 In areas requiring sound attenuation, noise barrier walls shall be constructed of concrete panels, concrete 

masonry units, earthen berms, or any combination of these materials. Wood is not recommended for 

construction due to eventual warping and degradation of acoustical performance.  

 Tentative map applications for residential uses located along Fiddyment Road shall be required to include an 

analysis of interior noise levels. The report shall be prepared by a qualified acoustical engineer and shall specify 

the measures required to achieve compliance with the City of Roseville 45 dB Ldn interior noise level standard. 
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Impact NOISE-4 Aviation Noise 

No Action 

Alt., 

Proposed 

Action, Alts. 

1 through 5 

McClellan Airport’s most recent Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (formerly known as 

Comprehensive Land Use Plans) was updated in 1987 when McClellan was still operated as 

an Air Force Base. The manner in which the airport is now operated is significantly different 

than when it was operated as an Air Force Base and the fleet utilizing the facility is also 

significantly different. These changes have resulted in a smaller area exposed to high levels 

of aircraft noise and a smaller area required for aircraft safety zones. The Sacramento Area 

Council of Governments (SACOG), which acts as the Sacramento County Airport Land Use 

Commission, is in the process of updating the Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (City of 

Roseville 2010). The 60 dB CNEL noise contour at full capacity is located south of Elverta 

Road, approximately 4 miles (6.4 kilometers) south of the project site. Therefore, exterior 

noise levels from aircraft operations are not predicted to exceed the City of Roseville 60 dB 

Ldn/CNEL exterior noise standard on the project site. Additionally, aircraft operations are 

not predicted to exceed the City’s interior standard of 45 dB Ldn/CNEL on the project site. 

This indirect effect is considered less than significant. Mitigation is not required. No direct 

effects would occur. 

Off-Site Alt. The Off-Site Alternative would construct a moderate scale, mixed-use project on the 

alternative site located approximately 3 miles (4.8 kilometers) northeast of the project site. 

The 60 dB CNEL noise contour for McClellan Airfield at full capacity is located south of 

Elverta Road. Therefore, exterior noise levels from aircraft operations are not expected to 

exceed City’s 60 dB Ldn exterior noise standard or the 45 dB Ldn/CNEL interior noise 

standard on the alternative site. This indirect effect is considered less than significant. 

Mitigation is not required. No direct effects would occur. 

  

3.12.6 RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS 

Impact NOISE-1 and Impact NOISE-3 would remain significant and unavoidable under the Proposed 

Action and all alternatives after mitigation. Impacts NOISE-2 and NOISE-4 would either be less than 

significant or would be reduced to less than significant with mitigation. 

3.12.7 CUMULATIVE IMPACT 

Cumulative Impact NOISE-1 Construction and Operational Noise Effects 

No Action 

Alt., 

Proposed 

Action, Alts. 

1 through 5 

Construction Noise 

Noise impacts would result from operation of construction equipment and from noise 

generated by vehicular traffic traveling to and from a construction site. The magnitude of 

the impact would depend on the type of construction activity, the noise level associated with 

each piece of construction equipment, the duration of construction, availability of noise 

barriers, and the distance between the source of the noise and receptors. Potential sources of 
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cumulative construction noise include construction activities related to development under 

the West Roseville Specific Plan to the north, the Regional University to the west, and Sierra 

Vista Specific Plan to the south. 

It is unlikely that construction activities within the project site, West Roseville Specific Plan, 

Sierra Vista, and Regional University would be close enough to a particular sensitive 

receptor to create a substantial combined noise level. Furthermore, construction within the 

West Roseville Specific Plan, Sierra Vista, and the project site would comply with the City 

Noise Ordinance. As discussed earlier, the construction of any project that occurs within the 

City would be limited to the hours of 7:00 AM and 7:00 PM Monday through Friday and 

8:00 AM to 8:00 PM Saturday and Sunday. The County also limits construction to daytime 

hours, similar to the City. Also, any periods in which more than one project would be under 

construction in proximity to the same sensitive receptor would likely be very short, and 

would only occur during the hours mentioned above. For these reasons, the cumulative 

impact would less than significant and the contribution of the Proposed Action and the on-

site alternatives to the cumulative impact would be less than significant. 

Stationary Source Noise 

It is not expected that urban uses within the study area would be exposed to or generate, 

multiple sources of stationary noise that would be close enough to each other to exceed 

noise thresholds. The sources of noise within the project site, and surrounding new 

developments such as West Roseville Specific Plan, Sierra Vista, and Regional University, 

would include schools, parks, and commercial areas. No industrial or heavy manufacturing 

uses are proposed under the on-site alternatives, including the Proposed Action, or any of 

the other foreseeable projects that could cumulate and affect a sensitive receptor. Therefore, 

there would be no cumulative noise impact from multiple stationary sources. 

Traffic Noise 

Section 3.12 presents the traffic noise impacts that would result in 2025 at the buildout of the 

Proposed Action. The 2025 noise analysis represents a cumulative noise analysis as it takes 

into account traffic from not just the Proposed Action but also other past, present and 

reasonably foreseeable future development. The analysis indicates that the traffic added by 

the Proposed Action would result in noise levels along certain roadway segments that 

would exceed City General Plan traffic noise standards. This cumulative effect would be 

significant. Mitigation Measure NOISE-3 requires new development on the project site to 

include noise barriers, masonry walls, setbacks, and other feasible measures to reduce noise 

impacts in residential areas of the project site. With the implementation of this measure, the 

Proposed Action’s contribution to this cumulative impact to on-site receptors would be 

rendered less than significant. Traffic noise was not separately modeled for the No Action 

Alternative or Alternatives 1 through 5. Because of comparable or lower traffic volumes 

associated with the No Action Alternative and Alternatives 1 through 5, these alternatives 
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would generate a similar or smaller traffic noise increase but the resulting cumulative noise 

levels would still exceed standards and the effect would be significant. With the 

implementation of Mitigation Measure NOISE-3, the effect would be reduced to less than 

significant. 

Similarly, cumulative traffic, including traffic associated with the on-site alternatives, 

including the Proposed Action, would increase ambient noise levels along off-site roadways 

and despite installation of noise barriers where feasible, it is unlikely that the significant 

noise impact would be eliminated at all affected locations off-site. The cumulative impact on 

off-site receptors near major roadways would remain significant and the contribution from 

the Proposed Action and on-site alternatives to the cumulative impact would be significant. 

Off-Site Alt.  The contribution of the Off-Site Alternative to cumulative traffic noise effects on off-site 

receptors would be similar to that of the No Action Alternative, Proposed Action, and 

Alternatives 1 through 5 as the alternative would develop a similar, moderate-scale 

community on the alternative site. Based on the significance criteria listed above and for the 

same reasons presented for the No Action Alternative, Proposed Action, and Alternatives 1 

through 5, the cumulative traffic noise impact on off-site receptors would remain significant 

as mitigation is not available at all affected locations to reduce the effect to less than 

significant. Cumulative impacts from construction noise would be less than significant and 

there would be no cumulative impact related to noise from stationary sources for the same 

reasons presented above for the No Action Alternative, Proposed Action, and Alternatives 1 

through 5.  
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3.13 PUBLIC SERVICES 

3.13.1 INTRODUCTION 

This section describes the existing public services that serve the project site, its vicinity, and potential 

impacts to these services from the implementation of the Proposed Action or alternatives. The public 

services addressed in this section include law enforcement, fire protection, schools, and libraries. 

Regulations and policies affecting the public services in the project area are also described.  

Sources of information used in this analysis include: 

 Sierra Vista Specific Plan EIR prepared by the City of Roseville; 

 Westbrook Specific Plan Amendment Initial Study, prepared by the City of Roseville; and 

 City of Roseville General Plan. 

3.13.2 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

3.13.2.1 Proposed Action and On-Site Alternatives 

Law Enforcement Services 

The Roseville Police Department (RPD) provides law enforcement services to the City of Roseville. The 

RPD has a force of 128 sworn officers and 77 non-sworn employees headquartered at 1051 Junction 

Boulevard, approximately 4 miles (6.4 kilometers) from the project site (City of Roseville 2010a). Funding 

for law enforcement services comes from the City’s General Fund. 

The City has not adopted a service ratio standard, but strives to keep a ratio above 1.2 officers per 

1,000 persons. The department is currently below the desired ratio. The RPD also has not adopted a 

formal response time standard, but the current response time is approximately 6.5 minutes or less for an 

emergency call (Gunther 2012). 

The Placer County Sheriff’s Department is responsible for providing law enforcement services to the 

unincorporated areas immediately adjacent to the City. The area around the project site is served by the 

South Placer Sheriff’s substation. There is an interagency coordination program between RPD and the 

Sheriff’s Department. In addition, the RPD has inter-agency agreements with the Cities of Rocklin and 

Lincoln to provide 911 and dispatching services in the event of an evacuation or system failure. 

Fire Protection Services 

The Roseville Fire Department (RFD) provides fire protection, fire suppression, emergency medical 

services, and hazardous material management within the City of Roseville. The RFD operates eight fire 

stations within the City of Roseville, with an additional station proposed within the West Roseville 

Specific Plan. The RFD employs approximately 100 staff members for fire operations, eight fire 

prevention personnel, one fire training professional, and seven administrative support personnel (City of 

Roseville 2010a). The existing and planned fire stations and facilities are shown on Figure 3.13-1, Existing 

and Planned Fire Stations. Fire Station No. 5, an interim station currently located in Mahany Park east of 
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the project site, is the nearest existing fire station and is currently the first responder to a fire at the project 

site. A new fire station (Fire Station No. 9) approved as part of the West Roseville Specific Plan is 

expected to be built and operational by the winter of 2013. As the new fire station would be built and 

operational before any residential or commercial uses are built on the project site, in the future Fire 

Station No. 9 would be the first responding station for the project site. The Sierra Vista Specific Plan, 

which is directly to the south of the project site, also includes a site for a future fire station. When that 

station is built, it is expected that the new station would be a one-company station, with three personnel 

each shift and three 24-hour shifts. Each station has specific equipment (such as grass engines or rescue 

units), and can share the equipment as necessary. 

The RFD has a mutual aid agreement with Placer County/California Department of Forestry and 

Sacramento Metro Fire District. The RFD also has an automatic aid agreement with the South Placer Fire 

District, the Rocklin Fire Department, and the Sacramento Fire District. 

To maintain adequate fire protection, the RFD uses three different service standards documented in the 

City’s General Plan: (1) respond to all emergencies within 4 minutes, 90 percent of the time; (2) maintain 

an Insurance Services Office (ISO1) rating of 3; and (3) deliver 500 gallons per minute (gpm) of water to a 

fire scene within 10 minutes. The RFD currently maintains an ISO rating of 3. After construction of Fire 

Station No. 9, the RFD would be reevaluated by ISO to determine if it maintains this ISO rating.  

Schools 

The project site falls within the boundaries of three school districts: Center Joint Unified School District 

(CJUSD), Roseville Joint Union High School District (RJUHSD), and the Roseville City School District 

(RCSD). The boundaries of these school districts are shown in Figure 3.13-2, Existing and Planned 

Schools and District Boundaries. These districts and the existing and planned school facilities that would 

serve the Proposed Action or alternatives are described below. 

Center Joint Unified School District 

The CJUSD provides elementary, intermediate, and high school facilities for portions of the City of 

Roseville, including a majority of the project site. CJUSD is a relatively small school district, located at the 

northern edge of Sacramento County, and southern edge of Placer County. The district is composed of 

two high schools (Center High School and McClellan High School), one middle School (Wilson Riles 

Middle School), four elementary schools (North Country Elementary, Oak Hill Elementary, Spinelli 

Elementary, and Dudley Elementary), two charter schools (Antelope View and Global Youth), and one 

adult school (Center Adult School). Excluding the Center Adult School, enrollment in CJUSD was 

approximately 4,849 students for the school year 2011 to 2012 (California Department of Education 2012). 

  

                                                        
1 ISO is a for-profit organization that provides communities and insurance companies with statistical 

information on risk. The rating, established by ISO, evaluates the performance of municipal fire suppression 

capabilities. The City rating schedule consists of three main areas: receiving and handling of fire alarms, the Fire 

Department, and water distribution and supply. The ranking of these items leads to an overall Public Protection 

Classification, which is one element used to determine fire insurance rates. The ISO rating for fire services 

ranges from 10 to 1, with 1 being the best. 
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Roseville Joint Union High School District 

The RJUHSD serves 9th through 12th grades and receives students from three main elementary school 

districts including RCSD, the Dry Creek Joint Elementary School District, and the Eureka School District. 

The RJUHSD boundaries overlap numerous jurisdictions, including the City of Roseville, Placer County, 

and Sacramento County. The RJUHSD currently operates eight high schools: Adelante, Granite Bay, 

Independence, Oakmont, Roseville, Woodcreek, Antelope, and Roseville Adult School. School year 2011 

to 2012 enrollment in the RJUHSD was approximately 10,058 students, excluding the Roseville Adult 

School (California Department of Education 2012). 

The RJUHSD Board of Trustees adopted the District Facilities Master Plan in 2004. Over a 10-year 

horizon, the plan calls for construction of two comprehensive high schools. Since adoption of the plan, 

Antelope High School has been completed. A 53-acre (21.4-hectare) site is available in the West Roseville 

Specific Plan area for an additional high school when funding becomes available. 

Roseville City School District 

The RCSD provides both elementary and intermediate school facilities for portions of the City of 

Roseville and Placer County. The RCSD currently operates 14 elementary schools and three middle 

schools with a current enrollment of 9,879 students (California Department of Education 2012).  

Libraries 

The City of Roseville operates its own library system. The Downtown Roseville Library, which is 

approximately 30,000 square feet (2,787 square meters) in size, is located at 225 Taylor Street, 

approximately 4 miles (6.4 kilometers) from the project site. The closest library to the project site is the 

Martha Riley Community Library, which is located approximately 1.5 miles (2.4 kilometers) from the 

project site in Mahany Regional Park at 1501 Pleasant Grove Boulevard. The City also operates the Maidu 

Library, which is located at Maidu Regional Park in southeast Roseville, about 7 miles (11 kilometers) 

from the project site (City of Roseville 2010a).  

3.13.2.2 Alternative Site  

Law Enforcement Services 

The Roseville Police Department, as described above, provides general law enforcement services to the 

alternative site.  

Fire Protection Services 

Fire protection services in the area of the alternative site are provided by the RFD, described above. The 

alternative site would be served by Fire Station No. 8, located at 1020 Winding Creek Way. The station is 

a temporary site until Fire Station No. 9 is completed in late 2012. The station houses a fire engine, grass 

rig, and Battalion 8. The station is equipped to handle wildland fires, as well as structure fires, and multi-

vehicle car accidents.  
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Schools 

The alternative site is located within the Roseville City School District, described above. 

Libraries 

Library services for the alternative site are provided by the City of Roseville. The nearest library is at 

1501 Pleasant Grove Boulevard operated by the City of Roseville, approximately 3 miles (5 kilometers) to 

the east. 

3.13.3 REGULATORY FRAMEWORK – APPLICABLE LAWS, REGULATIONS, 

PLANS, AND POLICIES  

3.13.3.1 Federal Laws, Regulations, Plans, and Policies 

There are no federal regulations pertaining to the provision of law enforcement services, fire protection 

services, schools, or libraries. 

3.13.3.2 State Laws, Regulations, Plans, and Policies 

Senate Bill 50 

The Leroy F. Greene School Facilities Act of 1998, or Senate Bill 50 (SB 50) (Government Code Section 

65995), restricts the ability of a local agency to deny project approvals on the basis that public school 

facilities (classrooms, auditoriums, etc.) are inadequate. School impact fees are collected at the time 

building permits are issued. These fees are used by the local schools to accommodate the new students 

added by the project, thereby reducing potential impacts on schools. Payment of school impact fees is 

required by SB 50 for all new residential development projects and is considered full and complete 

mitigation of school impacts under state regulations. 

The law does identify certain circumstances under which the statutory fee can be exceeded. These include 

preparation and adoption of a needs analysis, eligibility for state funding, and other provisions. 

Assuming a district can meet the test for exceeding the statutory fee, the law establishes ultimate fee caps 

of 50 percent of costs where the state makes a 50 percent match, or 100 percent of costs where the state 

match is unavailable. All fees are levied at the time the building permit is issued. District certification of 

payment of the applicable fees is required before the City or County can issue a building permit. 

3.13.3.3 Local Plans and Policies 

City of Roseville General Plan 

The Safety Element of the City of Roseville General Plan provides goals and policies related to police 

services and fire protection. The Public Facilities Element provides goals and policies related to schools 

and the public library system. Table 3.13-1 presents the goals and policies in the General Plan that are 

relevant to the Proposed Action and its alternatives. 
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Table 3.13-1 

Relevant City of Roseville General Plan Goals and Policies 

 

Goals Policies 

Police Services 

Maintain a professional law enforcement agency that 

proactively prevents crime; controls crime that the community 

cannot prevent; and, reduces fear and enhances the security of 

the community. 

1: Provide a high level of visible patrol services within the 

City. 

2:  Respond to both emergency and routine calls for service in 

a timely manner consistent with department. 

8:  Work with other city departments to review public and 

private development plans, ensuring that crime prevention 

is addressed. 

Fire Protection 

1: Protect against the loss of life, property, and the 

environment by appropriate prevention, education, and 

suppression measures. 

 

2: Provide emergency services in a well-planned, cost-

effective, and professional manner through the best 

utilization of equipment, facilities, and training available. 

 

2:  Strive to achieve the following services levels: 

 Four minute response time for all emergency calls 

 ISO rating of 3 or better 

 5,000 gallons of water per minute within 10 minutes of 

alarm 

3:  Monitor Fire Department service levels annually, 

concurrent with the City budget process and via quarterly 

reports. 

6:  Phase the timing of the construction of fire stations to be 

available to serve the surrounding service area. 

8: Provide a comprehensive emergency medical services 

program to provide Advance Life Support services and 

ensure reliable ambulance transport services to aid citizens 

in need of rescue or medical assistance. 

Schools 

1:  The provision of adequate school facilities is a community 

priority. The school districts and the City will work closely 

together to obtain adequate funding for new school 

facilities. If necessary, and where legally feasible, new 

development may be required to contribute, on the basis of 

need generated, 100 percent of the cost for new facilities. 

 

2:  The City and the school districts enjoy a mutually 

beneficial arrangement in the joint-use of school and public 

facilities. Joint-use facilities shall be encouraged in all cases 

unless there are overriding circumstances that make it 

impossible or detrimental to either the school district or the 

City’s park and recreation facilities/programs. 

 

3:  School facilities shall be available for use in a timely 

manner. 
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Goals Policies 

4:  The City will work with all school districts within the 

region to provide educational opportunities for all 

students. 

2:  Adequate facilities must be shown to be available in a 

timely manner before approval will be granted to new 

residential development. 

3:  Financing for new school facilities will be identified and 

secured before new development is approved. 

5:  The City and school districts will work together to develop 

criteria for the designation of school sites and consider the 

opportunities for reducing the cost of land for school 

facilities. The City shall encourage the school districts to 

comply with City standards in the design and landscaping 

of school facilities. 

6:  The City and school districts will prepare a joint-use study 

for each school facility to determine the feasibility of joint-

use facilities. If determined to be feasible a joint-use 

agreement will be pursued to maximize public use of 

facilities, minimize duplication of services provided, and 

facilitate shared financial and operational responsibilities. 

7:  Designate public/quasi-public land uses in clusters so that 

the use of schools, parks, open space, libraries, child care, 

and community activity and service centers create a 

community or activity focus. 

8:  Schools, where feasible, shall be located away from 

hazards or sensitive resource conservation areas, except 

where the proximity of resources may be of educational 

value and the protection of the resource reasonably 

assured. 

Public Library System 

2: Provide library services and locate library facilities to 

adequately serve all City residents. 

3:  Provide libraries throughout the City to service residents 

within a 5-mile (eight kilometer) radius of each facility. 

4:  Provide branch libraries to service population increments 

of approximately 40,000 persons. 

5:  Plan for the clustering and connection of community 

facilities in neighborhood centers, including parks, 

libraries, and community centers. 

    

Source: City of Roseville 2010b 

 

Auburn-Placer County Library Long-Range Plan 

The Auburn-Placer County Library Long-Range Plan, adopted in 2002, projects facilities needed to serve 

the existing and future population of Placer County. The Long-Range Plan identifies current facility 

standard as 0.40 square foot (0.04 square meter) of library space and 2.2 volumes of library materials per 

capita. 
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3.13.4 SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS AND ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY 

3.13.4.1 Significance Thresholds 

Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) guidance requires an evaluation of a proposed action’s effect 

on the human environment. The USACE has determined that the Proposed Action or its alternatives 

would result in significant effects related to public services if the Proposed Action or an alternative 

would: 

 Substantially impede the provision of service to other areas, or 

 Increase the risk of wildland fires.  

3.13.4.2 Analysis Methodology 

Public services-related impacts would occur if development under the Proposed Action or its alternatives 

would result in adverse physical effects associated with the provision of new or physically altered 

government facilities, including law enforcement, fire protection, schools, and libraries.  

3.13.5 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact PUB-1 Demand for Law Enforcement Services  

No Action 

Alt.  

With compliance with the City process of enhancing police services as needed, the 

indirect effect of the No Action Alternative on law enforcement services would be less 

than significant. Mitigation is not required. No direct effects would occur. 

The increased residential population resulting from implementation of the No Action 

Alternative would create additional demand for law enforcement services. Based on the 

desired service ratio, at buildout, the No Action Alternative’s approximately 3,586 new 

residents would require approximately 4 new officers and additional administrative staff 

to support the additional police force. As the No Action Alternative is progressively built 

out, in compliance with the General Plan policy that requires the City to provide 

adequate law enforcement services to all areas within the City, the City would assess the 

need for additional law enforcement officers and add them as necessary. With respect to 

funding for these services, City law enforcement services are funded by the City’s 

General Fund which in turn is funded by property taxes, sales tax, and special 

assessments, including an assessment that would be levied in conjunction with a 

Community Facilities District (CFD) established for the No Action Alternative pursuant 

to the development agreements between the City and the Applicant. Revenues generated 

by taxes and assessments associated with development of the No Action Alternative 

would increase the City’s General Fund, which would pay for the additional law 

enforcement personnel needed to serve the No Action Alternative. With the generation of 

tax revenue to finance additional law enforcement personnel, the No Action Alternative 

would not directly or indirectly have an adverse effect on law enforcement services in the 

City of Roseville. As additional personnel would be hired to serve the development, the 
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No Action Alternative would not divert law enforcement services from other 

neighborhoods within the City’s western patrol beat and would not substantially impede 

the provision of service to other areas. This indirect effect would be less than significant. 

Mitigation is not required.  

The additional staff would not require expansion of the Police Headquarters at 1051 

Junction Boulevard. As no new police facilities would be needed, there would be no 

effects from the construction of new facilities and no mitigation is required. No direct 

effects would occur. 

Proposed 

Action, Alts. 

1 through 5 

The indirect effect of the Proposed Action and on-site alternatives on law enforcement 

services would be less than significant. Mitigation is not required. No direct effects 

would occur. 

The Proposed Action and all of the on-site alternatives would construct a large-scale, 

mixed-use residential community on the project site. Based on the desired service ratio, 

at buildout, the Proposed Action’s approximately 5,154 new residents would require 

approximately 6 new police officers and additional administrative staff to support the 

additional police force. The other on-site alternatives would require similar numbers of 

new police officers. Similar to the No Action Alternative, the RPD would not be able to 

adequately serve the populations associated with the Proposed Action and the on-site 

alternatives because it is currently below its desired service ratio. Funding for the 

additional law enforcement personnel would be provided as described above, including 

an assessment that would be levied in conjunction with a Community Facilities District 

(CFD) established for the Proposed Action or alternative pursuant to the development 

agreements between the City and the Applicant. With the generation of tax revenue to 

finance additional law enforcement personnel, the Proposed Action and on-site 

alternatives would not directly or indirectly have an adverse effect on law enforcement 

services in the City of Roseville. Furthermore, as additional personnel would be hired to 

serve the development, the Proposed Action and on-site alternatives would not divert 

law enforcement services from other neighborhoods within the City’s western patrol beat 

and would not substantially impede the provision of service to other areas. This indirect 

effect would be less than significant. Mitigation is not required.  

The additional staff would not require expansion of the Police Headquarters at 1051 

Junction Boulevard (City of Roseville 2010a). As no new police facilities would be 

needed, there would be no effects from the construction of new facilities and no 

mitigation is required. No direct effects would occur. 

Off-Site Alt. The Off-Site Alternative would develop a project broadly similar to the Proposed Action 

at a site approximately 3 miles (4.8 kilometers) northwest of the project site in 

unincorporated Placer County. In addition, the Off-Site Alternative would require the 

installation of off-site infrastructure consisting of water, recycled water, and sewer lines, 
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and roadway improvements.  

The alternative site would be annexed into the City of Roseville. Based on the City’s 

desired ratio of 1.2 officers per 1,000 residents, approximately five new officers would be 

required to serve approximately 3,962 residents associated with the Off-Site Alternative. 

The additional law enforcement personnel needed would be funded by sales tax and 

property tax revenues (including an assessment under the CFD). With the additional 

personnel, this alternative would not directly or indirectly have an adverse effect on law 

enforcement services in the City of Roseville. Furthermore, as additional personnel 

would be hired to serve the development, the Off-Site Alternative would not divert law 

enforcement services from other neighborhoods within the City’s western patrol beat and 

would not substantially impede the provision of service to other areas. This indirect 

effect would be less than significant. Mitigation is not required.  

As with the No Action Alternative, the Off-Site Alternative would not require the 

construction of new police facilities. There would be no effect and mitigation is not 

required. No direct effects would occur. 

  

Impact PUB-2 Demand for Fire Protection Services 

No Action 

Alt. 

The indirect effect of the No Action Alternative on fire protection services would be less 

than significant. Mitigation is not required. No effect would occur with regard to 

increased risk from wildland fire. No direct effects would occur. 

The 1,412 residential units proposed under buildout of the No Action Alternative, as well 

as commercial and public uses, would require fire protection services. As indicated in 

Section 3.13.2 above, a new fire station (Fire Station No. 9) approved as part of the West 

Roseville Specific Plan is expected to be built and operational by the winter of 2013. As 

the new fire station would be built before any residential or commercial uses are built on 

the project site, Fire Station No. 9 would be the first responding station for the project 

site. The Sierra Vista Specific Plan (SVSP), which is directly to the south of the project 

site, also includes a site for a future fire station and, if built, that fire station would be the 

closest station to serve the project site. However, until such time that the SVSP fire station 

is built, the City Fire Department’s existing and planned fire stations would serve the 

project development. The existing and planned fire stations are adequately equipped to 

serve the No Action Alternative. 

To address the City’s cost of constructing new or expanded fire stations stemming from 

the No Action Alternative’s demand for fire services, the Applicant is required to pay a 

fire tax, which would require 0.5 percent of the value of any new construction be 

collected as part of the building fee and designated for additional fire suppression and 

protection resources to serve the project site. Funding to cover the operational expenses 
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of the fire department, including the salaries of the additional fire fighters, would come 

from the General Fund, which would be funded by sales and property taxes generated by 

the No Action Alternative. As mentioned above, the Westbrook project site would 

eventually be served by a new fire station that would be centrally located within the 

SVSP area. Timing of construction and staffing of the new fire station would be 

consistent with the City of Roseville Fire Department’s Standards of Response Coverage 

Study. The station would likely be equipped with one engine, a ladder truck, and a 

Battalion Chief’s command vehicle. Staffing of the station would require approximately 

three operations personnel plus fire prevention, inspection, training, and administrative 

staff, consistent with City of Roseville General Plan goals for provision of fire services. 

According to the RFD’s model, development at full buildout within the Westbrook 

project site would be adequately served by the new fire station (City of Roseville 2010a). 

The RFD would monitor response times to ensure that the response time standard is met. 

However, if the No Action Alternative were built out before the SVSP fire station was 

built, Station No. 9 located to the north in the West Roseville Specific Plan area would be 

able to adequately serve the project site (Pease 2012). As the nearby SVSP fire station or 

Station No. 9 would meet City standards for serving residents and businesses, the No 

Action Alternative would not adversely affect the provision of fire protection services to 

the project site or to the surrounding areas. This indirect effect would be less than 

significant. Mitigation is not required. No direct effects would occur. 

In addition to providing fire protection services from existing and new fire stations, to 

minimize the risk from wildland fires, the RFD would implement a fire management 

plan that includes maintenance of firebreaks and periodic fuel reduction (mowing, 

grazing etc.) especially within the open space areas on the site, subject to the 

management standards included in the Section 404 permits. All fences at the perimeter of 

the open space preserves would be constructed of non-combustible materials, except that 

wood posts may be used in post and cable barriers adjacent to landscape corridors and 

street edges. Firebreaks would provide a contained area to minimize the spread of fires. 

The lack of combustible fence materials would also minimize the risk of fire by reducing 

the amount of potential fire fuel. The RFD’s fire management plan would ensure that 

there is adequate access to the site, and that there is adequate fire staff to serve the No 

Action Alternative area in the event of a wildland fire. No effect with respect to 

increased risk from wildfires would occur. 

Proposed 

Action, Alts. 

1 through 5 

The 2,029 residential units proposed under buildout of the Proposed Action, as well as 

commercial and public uses, would require fire protection services. Similar numbers of 

residential units and commercial uses would be developed on-site under Alternatives 1 

through 5. Similar to the No Action Alternative, development under the Proposed Action 

and on-site alternatives would be adequately served by the RFD from existing and 

planned fire stations until such time that the City determines there is a need to construct 
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a new fire station on the SVSP site to serve the project site. The new fire station would be 

developed to have adequate capacity to meet City standards for serving residents and 

businesses at buildout. Therefore, the Proposed Action and on-site alternatives would 

not adversely affect the provision of fire protection services to the project site or to the 

surrounding areas. Based on the significance criteria listed above and for the same 

reasons presented above for the No Action Alternative, this indirect effect would be less 

than significant. Mitigation is not required. No direct effects would occur. 

Risk from wildland fires would be minimized through maintenance of firebreaks and 

periodic fuel reduction. No effect would occur. 

Off-Site Alt. Under the Off-Site Alternative, the proposed mixed-use community would be annexed 

into the City of Roseville and would be served by the RFD. Similar to the No Action 

Alternative, development under this alternative would be adequately served by the RFD 

as Fire Station No. 9 would be completed. The new fire station would have adequate 

capacity to meet City standards for serving residents and businesses at buildout. 

Therefore, the Off-Site Alternative would not adversely affect the provision of fire 

protection services to the project site or to the surrounding areas. Based on the 

significance criteria listed above and for the same reasons presented above for the 

No Action Alternative, this indirect effect would be less than significant. Mitigation is 

not required. No direct effects would occur. 

Risk from wildland fires would be minimized through maintenance of firebreaks and 

periodic fuel reduction. No effect would occur. 

  

Impact PUB-3 Demand for School Facilities 

No Action 

Alt. 

The buildout of the No Action Alternative would increase the number of elementary, 

middle, and high school students in the area. The land use plan for the No Action 

Alternative provides a site for an elementary school. It is anticipated that the on-site 

school would serve the elementary school students associated with the No Action 

Alternative. With respect to the impact on other schools in the area from the additional 

school children associated with the No Action Alternative, the addition of these children 

could require the hiring of additional teachers and staff and construction of additional 

classrooms at the affected schools. According to state law (SB 50), all impacts of new 

development on schools shall be mitigated by payment of school impact fees. School 

impact fees are collected at the time building permits are issued. These fees are used by 

the local schools to accommodate the new students added by the project, thereby 

reducing potential impacts on schools. Payment of school impact fees is considered full 

and complete mitigation of school impacts under state law. 

Consistent with City policy, the Applicant would be required to enter into mutual benefit 
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impact fee agreements with the school districts to pay for the development of the new 

schools proposed under the No Action Alternative. With payment of school impact fees 

which are required of and a part of all new development, the No Action Alternative 

would not substantially impede the provision of school services to other areas or 

adversely affect the provision of school services to the project site or to the surrounding 

areas. Therefore, the No Action Alternative would have a less than significant indirect 

effect on schools and mitigation is not required. No direct effects would occur. 

Proposed 

Action, Alts. 

1 through 5 

The buildout of the Proposed Action in the portion of the project site that is within the 

CJUSD service area would generate approximately 82 elementary school students, 

44 middle school students, and 66 high school students. All students on the project site 

with the CJUSD boundaries would attend schools outside the project site. The remaining 

portion of the project site is located within the service areas of RCSD and RJUHSD. At 

buildout, it is estimated that the Proposed Action would generate 424 elementary school 

students and 384 middle school students in the RCSD and 195 high school students at 

RJUHSD. The Proposed Action includes one elementary school, which would be within 

the RCSD boundaries on the project site. All elementary students on the project site 

within the RCSD boundaries would attend this school. All middle school and high school 

students would attend schools outside the project site.  

The generation of students on the project site under the Proposed Action and all on-site 

alternatives could exceed the capacities of existing and proposed schools in the area. In 

particular, as buildout of the Proposed Action and all on-site alternatives would occur 

between 15 and 30 years depending on market conditions, schools in the area that 

currently have excess capacity could have inadequate capacity when some of the later 

phases of development on the site occur. As explained above under the No Action 

Alternative, consistent with City policy and as required by state law, the Applicant 

would enter into school fee agreements with all three school districts to pay impact fees 

to fully mitigate effects of the development on the school districts. The collected fees 

would be used by the affected school districts to provide the necessary facilities. 

Therefore, with adequate funding provided through the payment of school impact fees, 

the Proposed Action and all on-site alternatives would not substantially impede the 

provision of school service to other areas or adversely affect the provision of school 

services to the project site or to the surrounding areas. The indirect effect on schools 

would be less than significant. No mitigation is required. No direct effects would occur. 

Off-Site Alt. Under the Off-Site Alternative, the mixed-use community would be located within the 

boundaries of the RCSD/RJUHSD. This alternative would include development of one 

elementary school to serve the residential development. As stated above, school 

capacities could be inadequate, especially during later phases of development on this 

site. As required by state law and City policy, the Applicant would enter into school fee 

agreements with the affected school district to fully mitigate school effects. The collected 
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fees would be used by the affected school districts to provide the necessary facilities. 

With adequate funding provided through the payment of school impact fees, the 

alternative would not substantially impede the provision of school service to other areas 

or adversely affect the provision of school services to the project residents or to the 

surrounding areas. The indirect effect on schools would be less than significant. No 

mitigation is required. No direct effects would occur. 

  

Impact PUB-4  Demand for Library Services 

No Action 

Alt. 

The No Action Alternative would add approximately 3,586 new residents to the City of 

Roseville. This number is substantially below the threshold in the City’s General Plan 

that requires the provision of a new branch library for approximately 40,000 residents 

(see Table 3.13-1). Therefore the No Action Alternative on its own would not require the 

construction of a new branch library.  

The City recently opened the Riley Library at Mahany Park, which is near the project site. 

The addition of residents to the project site under the No Action Alternative could 

increase the total population in this library’s service area such that it would exceed 

40,000 residents. However, tax revenues generated by the development under the 

Proposed Action would contribute to the General Fund that finances libraries and the 

City would use the funds to enhance libraries in the project site’s vicinity as needed. 

Therefore, with the implementation of the City process for provision of library services, 

development of the No Action Alternative would not substantially impede the provision 

of library service to other areas or otherwise adversely affect the provision of library 

services. The indirect effect on public libraries would be less than significant. No 

mitigation is required. No direct effects would occur. 

Proposed 

Action, Alts. 

1 through 5 

Development under the Proposed Action would add approximately 5,154 residents to the 

City of Roseville, which is also below the threshold in the City’s General Plan that 

requires provision of a new branch library. All of the on-site alternatives would add new 

population to the City of Roseville, although the number of persons added would be 

lower in the case of the on-site alternatives compared to the Proposed Action. Similar to 

the No Action Alternative, the addition of residents on the project site under the 

Proposed Action and all on-site alternatives could exceed the capacity of the Riley 

Library. However, the Proposed Action and on-site alternatives would generate tax 

revenues that would contribute to the General Fund that finances libraries and the City 

would use the funds to enhance libraries in the project site’s vicinity as needed. 

Therefore, with the implementation of the City process for provision of library services, 

the Proposed Action and on-site alternatives would not substantially impede the 

provision of library service to other areas or otherwise affect library services, and the 

indirect effect would be less than significant. Mitigation is not required. No direct 

effects would occur. 
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Off-Site Alt. The Off-Site Alternative would develop a project broadly similar to the Proposed Action 

that would be located approximately 3.5 miles (5.6 kilometers) northwest of the project 

site in an area that would be annexed into the City of Roseville. In addition, the Off-Site 

Alternative would require the installation of off-site infrastructure consisting of water, 

recycled water and sewer lines and roadway improvements. Similar to the No Action 

Alternative, the addition of approximately 3,962 residents on the alternative site under 

the Off-Site Alternative could exceed the capacity of the library facilities in the City of 

Roseville. However, this alternative would also generate tax revenues that would 

contribute to the General Fund that finances libraries and the City would use the funds to 

enhance libraries in the alternative site’s vicinity as needed. Therefore, the Off-Site 

Alternative would not substantially impede the provision of library service to other areas 

or otherwise affect library services, and the indirect effect of the Off-Site Alternative on 

the provision of library services would be less than significant. Mitigation is not 

required. No direct effects would occur. 

  

3.13.6 RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS 

All of the effects on public services would be less than significant. There would be no residual significant 

effects for the Proposed Action and any of the alternatives.  

3.13.7 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The analysis presented above is in essence a cumulative analysis as it evaluates the need for public 

services associated with the buildout of the Proposed Action in 2025 (or an alternative) when combined 

with the need for services associated with past, present and reasonably foreseeable future development in 

the service area of the service providers. No further evaluation of cumulative impacts is required. 

3.13.8 REFERENCES 

California Department of Education, Education Demographics Unit. 2012. “District and School 

Enrollment by Grade for 2011-12.” http://dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/.  
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communication via electronic mail with Paul Stephenson, Impact Sciences, October 22. 

Placer County. 1994. Placer County General Plan Update. 
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with Paul Stephenson, Impact Sciences, November 2012.  
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3.14 TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC 

3.14.1 INTRODUCTION 

This section presents an overview of the existing traffic and circulation system in the area surrounding 

the Proposed Action and alternatives. It also discusses the potential effects on traffic and circulation as a 

result of the implementation of the Proposed Action and alternatives. Where significant effects are 

identified, mitigation measures are recommended to reduce the severity of the effect to the extent 

possible.  

Sources of information used in this analysis include:  

 Westbrook EIS Transportation Analysis (DKS 2012); and 

 Sierra Vista Specific Plan EIR prepared by the City of Roseville (City of Roseville 2010). 

3.14.2 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

3.14.2.1 Study Area Roadways and Intersections 

The project site is located at 2801 Pleasant Grove Boulevard, approximately 1.2 miles north of Baseline 

Road and 1 mile west of Fiddyment Road in the western portion of the City of Roseville. Figure 3.14-1, 

Location of the Project Site and Alternatives, identifies the location of the project site in relation to the 

City of Roseville and other jurisdictions. The existing state highway and arterial systems serving the 

project site are described below. 

State Highway System 

Roseville is served by an interstate highway (I-80) and a state highway, State Route 65 (SR 65). I-80 is a 

transcontinental highway that links Roseville not only to Sacramento and the Bay Area, but to the rest of 

the United States via its crossing of the Sierra Nevada. It carries commuter traffic between Placer and 

Sacramento counties, as well as interregional and interstate business, freight, tourist, and recreational 

travel. Roseville is connected to I-80 by five interchanges: Riverside Avenue, Douglas Boulevard, Eureka 

Road/Atlantic Street, Taylor Road, and SR 65. This freeway has eight lanes west of Riverside Avenue and 

six lanes through the remainder of Roseville. High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes currently exist on I-80 

in Sacramento County but terminate at the Placer County line. 

SR 65 is generally a north–south trending state route that connects Roseville with the cities of Lincoln and 

Marysville (via Highway 70). In Roseville, this highway is a four-lane freeway with access provided by 

four interchanges: I-80, Galleria Boulevard/Stanford Ranch Road, Pleasant Grove Boulevard, and Blue 

Oaks Boulevard.  

Arterial Street System 

The arterial network links residential areas to both commercial and employment centers and links all of 

these uses to the regional highway system. The existing arterial network in the western portion of the 

City of Roseville is described below. 
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Baseline Road 

This roadway is an east–west arterial that links Roseville with the Dry Creek Area and State Route 70/99 

(SR 70/99). From the City limits east, Baseline Road provides two westbound lanes and one eastbound 

lane until it becomes Main Street at Foothills Boulevard.  

Blue Oaks Boulevard 

This roadway is an east–west arterial that links the cities of Roseville and Rocklin to each other and to 

SR 65. Between SR 65 and Crocker Ranch Road it has four lanes. From Crocker Ranch Road to west of 

Fiddyment Road, it has six lanes. Blue Oaks Boulevard has recently been extended west of Fiddyment 

Road as part of the West Roseville Specific Plan (WRSP)/Fiddyment Ranch development. 

Fiddyment Road 

This roadway is a north-south arterial connecting west Roseville with Placer County and the City of 

Lincoln. Fiddyment Road has recently been widened and realigned as part of the West Roseville Specific 

Plan. It is currently four lanes between Pleasant Grove Boulevard and the northern Roseville City limit. 

Foothills Boulevard 

This roadway is the major north–south arterial in Roseville west of I-80. It extends as far south as Cirby 

Way, where it becomes Roseville Road and continues south into Sacramento. North of Cirby Way it 

traverses portions of the City’s Infill Area, Northwest Specific Plan, and North Industrial Plan Area and 

currently ends at Duluth Avenue at the northern City limit. This roadway (along with Washington 

Boulevard, Harding Boulevard, and SR 65) provides one of only four grade-separated crossings of the 

Union Pacific railroad mainline. 

Junction Boulevard 

This roadway is an east–west arterial in west Roseville that has four lanes from Washington Boulevard to 

Baseline Road. 

Pleasant Grove Boulevard 

This roadway is an east-west arterial that extends from the WRSP area to the City of Rocklin where it 

becomes Park Drive and connects the WRSP, the Del Webb Specific Plan, the Northwest Roseville Specific 

Plan, the North Central Roseville Specific Plan, and the Highland Reserve Specific Plan to each other and 

to SR 65. It has four lanes from its current western terminus at Market Drive to west of Foothills 

Boulevard. It has six lanes from west of Foothills Boulevard to SR 65.  

Riego Road 

This roadway is an east/west arterial roadway that extends from west of SR 70/99 to the Sutter 

County/Placer County line, where it becomes Baseline Road. Riego Road is a two-lane roadway and has 

an at-grade signalized intersection where it intersects SR 70/99. 
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Walerga Road 

This roadway is a north-south arterial that extends from Sacramento County to Baseline Road in Placer 

County. Walerga Road is currently a two-lane roadway from the County line to just south of Baseline 

Road, where it widens to four lanes. Walerga Road becomes Fiddyment Road north of Baseline Road. 

Washington Boulevard 

This roadway is a major north–south arterial. It connects SR 65 and Blue Oaks Boulevard on the north to 

Oak Street in downtown Roseville. Most of Washington Boulevard has four lanes, except a two-lane 

segment north and south of where it crosses under the Union Pacific railroad north-south tracks.  

Watt Avenue 

This roadway is a major north-south arterial that extends from Elk Grove in Sacramento County to its 

current terminus at Baseline Road in Placer County. In the vicinity of the project site, Watt Avenue is 

currently a two-lane roadway from the Sacramento County/Placer County line to Baseline Road. Watt 

Avenue is proposed to be extended north as Santucci Boulevard as part of the Sierra Vista Specific Plan 

(SVSP). 

Woodcreek Oaks Boulevard 

This roadway is a north–south arterial that extends from Baseline Road to Blue Oaks Boulevard. This 

arterial has four lanes from Baseline Road to north of Pleasant Grove Boulevard and two lanes north to 

Blue Oaks Boulevard. 

3.14.2.2 Existing Traffic Levels of Service 

The evaluation of traffic volumes on the roadway network provides an understanding of the general 

nature of travel conditions in the City of Roseville. However, traffic volumes do not indicate the quality 

of service provided by the street facilities or the ability of the street network to carry additional traffic. 

To accomplish this, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) applied the level of service approach 

(Transportation Research Board 1985). 

Levels of service (LOS) describe roadway-operating conditions. Level of service is a qualitative measure 

of the effect of a number of factors, which include speed and travel time, traffic interruptions, freedom to 

maneuver, safety, driving comfort and convenience, and operating costs. Levels of service are designated 

“A” through “F” from best to worst, which cover the entire range of traffic operations that might occur. 

LOS A through E generally represent traffic volumes at less than roadway capacity, while LOS F 

represents over capacity and/or forced conditions. Levels of service are evaluated for roadway segments 

as well as intersections. Table 3.14-1, Level of Service Definitions at Signalized Intersections, presents 

the level of service categories for signalized intersections considered in this analysis and provides a 

definition of each category with the corresponding volume-to-capacity ratios.  
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Table 3.14-1 

Level of Service Definitions at Signalized Intersections 

 

Level of Service 

(LOS) 

Volume to Capacity 

(V/C) Ratio1 Description 

A 0.00-0.60 Free Flow/Insignificant Delays: No approach phase is fully utilized by traffic 

and no vehicle waits longer than one red signal indication. 

B 0.61-0.70 Stable Operation/Minimal Delays: An occasional approach phase is fully 

utilized. Many drivers begin to feel somewhat restricted within platoons of 

vehicles. 

C2 0.71-0.81 Stable Operation/Acceptable Delays: Major approach phases fully utilized. 

Most drivers feel somewhat restricted. 

D 0.82-0.90 Approaching Unstable/Tolerable Delays: Drivers may have to wait through 

more than one red signal indication. Queues may develop but dissipate 

rapidly, without excessive delays. 

E 0.91-1.00 Unstable Operation/Significant Delays: Volumes at or near capacity. Vehicles 

may wait through several signal cycles. Long queues form upstream from 

intersection. 

F Greater than 1.00 Forced Flow/Excessive Delays: Represents jammed conditions. Intersection 

operates below capacity with low volumes. Queues may block upstream 

intersections. 

    

Source: Transportation Research Board 1985 

Notes:  
1 The ratio of the traffic volume demand at an intersection to the capacity of the intersection. 
2 The City of Roseville has established a volume-to-capacity ratio of 0.81 as the LOS C threshold. 

 

Table 3.14-2, Level of Service Definitions at Unsignalized Intersections, presents the level of service 

categories for unsignalized intersections considered in this analysis and provides a definition of each 

category with the corresponding average delay per vehicle. 
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Table 3.14-2 

Level of Service Definitions at Unsignalized Intersections 

 

Level of Service (LOS) Average Delay per Vehicle (sec/vehicle) 

A 0 to 5.0 

B 5.1 to 10.0 

C 10.1 to 20.0 

D 20.1 to 30.0 

E 30.1 to 45.0 

F > 45.0 

    

Source: Transportation Research Board 1994 

Notes:  
1 The ratio of the traffic volume demand at an intersection to the capacity of the intersection. 
2 The City of Roseville has established a volume-to-capacity ratio of 0.81 as the LOS C threshold. 

 

Table 3.14-3, Level of Service Definitions on Roadway Segments, shows the volume thresholds used to 

determine segment-based level of service on roadways in other jurisdictions. These thresholds are based 

on the Placer County General Plan as the City of Roseville does not have level of service thresholds for 

roadway segments. 

 

Table 3.14-3 

Level of Service Definitions on Roadway Segments 

 

Facility Type 

Average Daily Traffic Volume Threshold 

LOS A LOS B LOS C LOS D LOS E 

Two-Lane Collector 9,000 10,700 12,000 13,500 15,000 

Two-Lane Arterial 10,800 12,600 14,400 16,200 18,000 

Four-Lane Arterial 21,600 25,200 28,800 32,400 36,000 

Six-Lane Arterial 32,400 37,800 43,200 48,600 54,000 

Four-Lane Freeway 37,600 52,800 68,000 76,000 80,000 

Six-Lane Freeway 56,400 79,200 102,000 114,000 120,000 

Eight-Lane Freeway 75,200 105,600 136,000 152,000 160,000 

    

Source: DKS Associates 2010 
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3.14.2.3 Study Area Intersections 

Figure 3.14-2, Locations of Study Intersections, shows the intersections analyzed for existing and future 

conditions within the study area. The figure shows study intersections in the City of Roseville, Placer 

County, Sacramento County, and Sutter County. Table 3.14-4, Study Area Signalized Intersections – 

Existing Levels of Service, shows the level of service at currently signalized intersections located in the 

western portion of the City of Roseville. As indicated in this table, all study intersections in the City of 

Roseville currently operate at LOS C or better during the AM peak hour and all but three intersections 

currently operate at LOS C or better during the PM peak hour. With respect to study intersections in 

Placer County, as indicated in Table 3.14-4, one intersection (Locust and Baseline) operates unacceptably 

during the PM peak hour only. As shown in Table 3.14-4, all six Sacramento County study intersections 

currently operate acceptably during the AM and PM peak hours, and one study intersection in Sutter 

County (SR 70/99 and Riego) operates unacceptably during the AM peak hour only and one intersection 

(Pleasant Grove South and Riego) operates unacceptably during the PM peak hour only. 

3.14.2.4 Study Area Roadway Segments 

Figure 3.14-3, Existing Daily Traffic Volumes, shows existing daily two-way traffic volumes on major 

roadways throughout the City of Roseville. Table 3.14-5, Study Area Roadway Segments – Existing 

Levels of Service, shows existing daily volumes and LOS for Placer County roadway segments. As 

indicated in this table, one roadway segment in Placer County (Walerga Road south of Baseline Road) 

currently operates at LOS D, which is unacceptable based on County standards. With respect to Rocklin 

area roadway segments, as shown in Table 3.14-5, all four roadway segments currently operate 

acceptably. As indicated in Table 3.14-5, all eight Sacramento County roadway segments currently 

operate acceptably based on County standards. Riego Road in Sutter County currently operates 

acceptably based on daily traffic volume. 
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Table 3.14-4 

Study Area Signalized Intersections – Existing Levels of Service 

 

ID Intersection Standard 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

LOS V/C or Delay LOS V/C or Delay 

Roseville Intersections 

4 Baseline Rd & Fiddyment Rd. * B 0.67 C 0.80 

5 Blue Oaks Blvd & Crocker Ranch * A 0.22 A 0.23 

7 Blue Oaks Blvd & Fiddyment * A 0.20 A 0.18 

10 Blue Oaks Blvd & Diamond Creek 

Blvd. 

* A 0.36 A 0.30 

11 Blue Oaks Blvd & Foothills Blvd. * B 0.64 A 0.58 

12 Blue Oaks Blvd & Woodcreek Oaks 

Blvd. 

* A 0.55 A 0.41 

14 Cirby Way & Foothills Blvd. * B 0.67 B 0.68 

16 Cirby Way & Northridge Dr. * A 0.58 B 0.65 

18 Cirby Way & Orlando Ave. * A 0.56 C 0.74 

20 Cirby Way & Riverside Ave. * C 0.78 C 0.78 

23 Cirby Way & Vernon St. * C 0.71 D 0.85 

50 Foothills Blvd & Baseline/Main * B 0.61 C 0.70 

58 Foothills Blvd & Pleasant Grove 

Blvd. 

* A 0.50 B 0.67 

70 Junction Blvd & Baseline Rd. * A 0.31 A 0.46 

86 Pleasant Grove Blvd & Fiddyment * A 0.34 A 0.27 

93 Pleasant Grove Blvd & Roseville 

Pkwy. 

* A 0.43 C 0.72 

96 Pleasant Grove Blvd & Washington * A 0.56 B 0.69 

98 Pleasant Grove Blvd & Woodcreek 

Oaks Blvd. 

* A 0.45 A 0.54 

141 Woodcreek Oaks Blvd & Baseline  * B 0.60 B 0.65 

146 SR 65 NB Off & Blue Oaks Blvd. * A 0.38 A 0.39 

147 Washington Blvd & Blue Oaks Blvd. * A 0.34 A 0.42 

150 SR 65 NB Off & Pleasant Grove 

Blvd. 

* A 0.56 D 0.85 

151 SR 65 SB Off & Pleasant Grove Blvd. * B 0.62 C 0.78 

152 I-80 WB Off & Riverside Ave. * A 0.55 B 0.69 

157 I-80 EB Off/Orlando & Riverside 

Ave. 

* A 0.54 B 0.69 

180 Watt Ave & Baseline Rd. * A 0.51 D 0.86 

Placer County Intersections 

1 Locust & Baseline D C 24.6 sec E 47.2 sec 

2 Watt Ave & PFE Rd. D C 20.8 sec C 16.5 sec 

3 Walerga Rd & PFE Rd. F E 0.98 D 0.84 

4 Cook-Riolo & PFE Rd. F B 11 sec A 10 sec 
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ID Intersection Standard 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

LOS V/C or Delay LOS V/C or Delay 

5 W. Sunset & Fiddyment C A 2 sec A 4 sec 

6 Fiddyment & Athens C A 9 sec B 11 sec 

7 Athens & Industrial C A 0.27 A 0.42 

Sacramento County Intersections 

1 Watt Ave & Elverta Rd. E A 0.47 B 0.62 

2 Walerga Rd & Elverta Rd. E C 0.76 C 0.70 

3 Watt Ave & Antelope Rd. E C 0.76 C 0.79 

4 Walerga Rd & Antelope Rd. E B 0.63 D 0.87 

5 Watt Ave & Elkhorn E B 0.69 B 0.69 

6 Walerga Rd & Elkhorn E B 0.62 C 0.80 

Sutter County Intersections 

1 Pleasant Grove N & Riego Rd. D C 21.4 sec D 27.7 sec 

2 Pleasant Grove S & Riego Rd. D C 21.2 sec E 35.0 sec 

3 SR 70/99 & Riego Rd. D E 0.94 D 0.85 

    

Source: DKS Associates 2010 

Note: BOLD locations do not meet LOS Policy 

* The City of Roseville level of service policy calls for maintenance of a LOS C standard at a minimum of 70 percent of all signalized intersections in 

the City during the PM peak hour; the City does not currently have a level of service policy for the AM peak hour.  

NB = northbound; SB = southbound; EB = eastbound; WB = westbound 

 

 

Table 3.14-5 

Study Area Roadway Segments – Existing Levels of Service 

 

Segment 

LOS 

Standard Lanes LOS V/C 

Placer County Roadway Segments 

Baseline Rd west of Sierra Vista Specific Plan D 2 9,700 A 

Watt Ave south of Baseline Rd F 2 5,700 A 

Walerga Rd south of Baseline Rd D 2 16,100 D 

PFE Rd east of Watt Ave D 2 3,900 A 

Fiddyment Rd south of Athens C 2 6,100 A 

Sunset Blvd West west of Fiddyment Rd C 2 1,000 A 

Athens Ave east of Fiddyment Rd C 2 3,700 A 

Rocklin Roadway Segments 

Blue Oaks Blvd west of Sunset Blvd C 4 9,000 A 

Sunset Blvd south of Blue Oaks Blvd C 6 20,000 A 

Blue Oaks Blvd east of Lonetree Blvd C 4 10,600 A 

Lonetree Blvd north of Blue Oaks Blvd C 4 20,800 A 

Lonetree Blvd south of West Oaks Blvd C 4 11,700 A 

West Oaks Blvd east of Lonetree Blvd C 2 3,000 A 
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Segment 

LOS 

Standard Lanes LOS V/C 

Sunset Blvd east of State Route 65 D* 4 13,800 A 

Sacramento County Roadway Segments 

Watt Ave south of PFE Rd E 2 16,300 E 

Watt Ave south of Elverta Rd E 4 25,700 C 

Watt Ave south of Antelope Rd E 4 28,400 C 

Watt Ave south of Elkhorn Blvd E 4 32,600 E 

Walerga Rd south of PFE Rd E 4 23,300 B 

Walerga Rd south of Elverta Rd E 4 35,800 E 

Walerga Rd south of Antelope Rd E 4 31,800 D 

Walerga Rd south of Elkhorn Blvd E 4 29,300 D 

Sutter County Roadway Segment 

Riego Rd east of SR 70-99 D 2 8,100 C 

    

Source: DKS Associates 2010 

Note: BOLD locations do not meet LOS Policy. 

 

3.14.2.5 Study Area State Highways 

Table 3.14-6, Average Daily Traffic Volumes and LOS on State Highways – Existing Conditions, shows 

existing daily traffic volumes and levels of service on study area freeway mainlines. As indicated in 

Table 3.14-6, the majority of segments on I-80 and SR 65 currently operate at LOS F, based on daily 

volumes. These segments do not meet the California Department of Transportation’s (Caltrans) level of 

service policies. 

 

Table 3.14-6 

Average Daily Traffic Volumes and LOS on State Highways – Existing Conditions 

 

Facility Segment Lanes ADT LOS 

I-80 

Sacramento County line to Riverside Ave 8 170,000 F 

Riverside Ave to Douglas Blvd 6 160,000 F 

Douglas Blvd to Eureka Rd 6 159,000 F 

Eureka Rd to Taylor Rd 8 167,000 F 

Taylor Rd to SR 65 8 157,000 E 

SR 65 

I-80 to Galleria Blvd 4 108,000 F 

Galleria Blvd to Pleasant Grove Blvd 4 96,000 F 

Pleasant Grove Blvd to Blue Oaks Blvd 4 82,000 F 

Blue Oaks Blvd to Sunset Blvd 4 69,000 D 

SR 70/99 

Sankey Rd to Riego Rd 4 34,000 A 

Riego Rd to Elverta Rd 4 39,500 B 

Elverta Rd to Elkhorn Blvd 4 44,000 B 
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Source: DKS Associates 2010 

Notes:  

Roadway segment levels of service (LOS) are based on roadway capacities and LOS criteria in Table 2 in Appendix 3.14. 

Highway segments operating at LOS F are bold. 

 

3.14.2.6 Existing Transit Service 

Transit service is currently provided to the residents of the City of Roseville by two transit providers: 

Roseville Transit Services, and Placer County Transit. Other transit systems in Roseville include taxicab 

services, Greyhound Bus Lines, and Amtrak. These existing transit services are described below. 

City of Roseville Transit Services 

Roseville Commuter Service is a fixed-route scheduled transit system operated by the City of Roseville. It 

provides weekday commute period service between Roseville and downtown Sacramento. Roseville 

Transit is a fixed-route scheduled transit system operated by the City of Roseville within the City limits. 

There are currently nine scheduled routes. There are five transfer points: Sierra Gardens, Galleria Mall, 

City Hall, Auburn/Whyte, and Woodcreek Oaks/Junction. Many of the Roseville Transit riders are elderly 

and disabled. The Roseville Transit system connects to both Placer County Transit (at Galleria Mall and 

Auburn/Whyte) and Sacramento Regional Transit (at Auburn/Whyte).  

There are currently no Roseville Transit routes directly serving the project site. The closest route is 

Route M. This route currently passes within 1.25 miles (2 kilometers) of the project site, with its closest 

access being at the intersection of Fiddyment Road and Pleasant Grove Boulevard. Route H currently 

passes within about 2 miles (3.2 kilometers) of the project site, with its closest access being at the 

intersection of Pleasant Grove Boulevard and Woodcreek Oaks Boulevard. 

RADAR is a curb-to-curb system operated by the City of Roseville within its City limits, seven days a 

week. As a dial-a-ride service, it does not operate on fixed-route schedules; most of its ridership is the 

elderly or the disabled. 

Placer County Transit Services 

Placer County Transit is a fixed-route scheduled transit system operated by Placer County that 

principally serves the I-80, Highway 49, and SR 65 corridors. Placer County Transit has an Auburn-to-

Light Rail express route that stops at the Auburn/Whyte transfer point and connects to Sacramento 

Regional Transit there before proceeding to the Watt/I-80 light rail station. Placer County Transit also has 

a Lincoln to Galleria to Sierra College route. 

Other Transit Services 

Greyhound Bus Lines, Amtrak, and Capital Corridor Intercity Rail are other bus and rail transit services 

that are available in the Roseville area.  
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3.14.2.7 Existing Pedestrian Facilities 

The City of Roseville has an extensive network of pedestrian facilities. Most residential streets contain 

improved sidewalk facilities and crosswalks at intersections. Arterial roadways adjacent to existing 

residential development have wide sidewalks, often flanked by landscaping corridors.  

3.14.2.8 Existing Bicycle Facilities 

Bikeways are defined as specific routes and classes that meet minimum design standards. Roseville 

generally follows Caltrans’ design standards for Class I, Class II, and Class III bikeways. In addition, 

Roseville has an additional classification for bikeways: Class IA facilities which are shared pedestrian and 

bikeway paths within landscaped corridors along arterial and collector roadways and are separated from 

the roadway. The City of Roseville has an adopted Bikeway Master Plan, which provides guidelines for 

the development of a Citywide network of Class I, II, and III bicycle facilities and design standards (based 

on Caltrans standards) for new bicycle facilities within Roseville. The City’s recommended bicycle 

network includes future Class II bike lanes on all arterial and collector roadways.  

3.14.3 REGULATORY FRAMEWORK – APPLICABLE LAWS, REGULATIONS, 

PLANS, AND POLICIES 

3.14.3.1 Federal and State Laws, Regulations, Plans, and Policies 

There are no known federal or state laws, plans, or policies that would directly affect the transportation 

and circulation aspects of the Proposed Action and alternatives. 

3.14.3.2 Local Laws, Regulations, Plans, and Policies 

City of Roseville General Plan Level of Service (LOS) Policy  

The City of Roseville level of service policy calls for maintenance of LOS C standard at a minimum of 

70 percent of all signalized intersections in the City during the PM peak hour. The determination of 

project consistency with this policy is based on buildout of currently entitled land within the City and 

2020 market rate development outside of the City. Although the City does not currently have an LOS 

policy for the AM peak hour, the City typically requires analysis of intersections during the AM peak 

hour. For purposes of this impact assessment, the City’s policy for the PM peak hour is applied to the AM 

peak hour.  

City of Roseville Improvement Standards 

Roadway improvements within the City of Roseville must conform to a set of standard plans that detail 

City standards for pavement width, lighting, drainage, sewer, and other roadside facilities. Roadway 

facilities associated with the Proposed Action must meet or exceed these standards. 

Capital Improvement Program (CIP) 

The CIP defines phasing of roadway improvements that are needed to meet the City’s level of service 

standard. The existing CIP that was adopted in September 2002 is based on buildout of currently entitled 
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City land plus some potential redevelopment of properties within the City’s Downtown area and 

2020 market rate development outside of the City. The General Plan calls for the CIP to be updated a 

minimum of every five years or with the approval of a significant development. The CIP has been 

amended several times over the last 10 years as specific plans have been approved. 

3.14.4 SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS AND ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY 

3.14.4.1 Significance Thresholds 

Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) guidance requires an evaluation of a proposed action’s effect 

on the human environment. The USACE has determined that the Proposed Action or its alternatives 

would result in significant effects related to transportation and traffic if the traffic added by the Proposed 

Action or the alternatives resulted in the exceedance of standards established by the City of Roseville, 

Placer County, Sacramento County, Sutter County, the City of Rocklin, and the State of California for 

transportation facilities within their jurisdiction. The USACE has reviewed these standards and have 

determined them to be applicable for use as significance thresholds in this analysis. A significant impact 

would occur if implementation of the Proposed Action or an alternative would result in the following: 

City of Roseville 

 Cause a signalized intersection previously identified in the CIP as functioning at LOS C or better 

to function at LOS D or worse during the AM1 and/or PM peak hour; 

 Cause a signalized intersection previously identified in the CIP as functioning at LOS D or E to 

degrade by one or more LOS category (i.e., from LOS D to LOS E) during the AM and/or PM 

peak hour; 

 Not meet the policies and guidelines of Roseville’s Bikeway Master Plan; or 

 Have a negative impact on transit operations, travel times, and/or circulation. 

Placer County 

 Cause a signalized intersection previously identified as functioning at LOS C or better (D or 

better within or adjacent to the Dry Creek/West Placer Community Plan) to function at LOS D or 

worse (E or worse within or adjacent to the Dry Creek/West Placer Community Plan); 

 Cause an intersection or roadway segment already functioning at LOS D or worse (E or worse 

within or adjacent to the Dry Creek/West Placer Community Plan) to experience a V/C increase of 

0.05 or more. 

Sacramento County 

 Cause an intersection or roadway segment previously identified as functioning at LOS E or better 

to function at LOS F; 

 Cause an intersection or roadway segment already functioning at LOS F to experience a V/C 

increase of 0.05 or more. 

                                                        
1 The City of Roseville does not have a level of service policy for the AM peak hour. This analysis uses the PM 

peak hour significance threshold to evaluate AM peak hour impacts.   
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Sutter County 

 Cause an intersection or roadway segment previously identified as functioning at LOS D or 

better to function at LOS E or worse. 

City of Rocklin 

 Cause an intersection or roadway segment previously identified as functioning at LOS C or better 

(D or better within 0.5 mile (0.8 kilometer) of a freeway ramp) to function at LOS D or worse (E or 

worse within 0.5 mile (0.8 kilometer) of a freeway ramp); 

 Cause an intersection or roadway segment already functioning at LOS D or worse (LOS E or 

worse within 0.5 mile (0.8 kilometer) of a freeway ramp) to experience a V/C increase of 0.05 or 

more. 

State Highway Facilities 

 Increase congestion to the extent that operations on a state highway would deteriorate to levels 

below those identified in Caltrans’ Transportation Concept Report (TCR). The TCRs for State SR 

65, SR 70/99, and I-80 indicate that these state highways have a LOS “E” standard; 

 Cause a segment of I-80 or SR 65 to degrade to LOS F, based on daily volumes; 

 Increase traffic on a segment of I-80 or SR 65 that already would operate at LOS F without the 

project. 

3.14.4.2 Analysis Methodology 

Buildout of the Proposed Action is anticipated to occur between 15 and 30 years of project authorization. 

The City’s adopted CIP Update and level of service standard considers traffic levels expected to occur 

under 2025 development levels, which was defined as build out of currently entitled City land plus some 

potential redevelopment of properties within the City’s Downtown area and 2025 market rate 

development outside of the City. The build out development forecasts within Roseville are based on the 

forecasts developed for the City’s adopted CIP update. Assuming a fast growth scenario, the year 2025 

was determined to be a reasonable horizon year for this traffic analysis. The National Environmental 

Policy Act (NEPA) requires an evaluation of the environmental effects of a Proposed Action relative to 

conditions that would exist in the area without the Proposed Action. Because Proposed Action buildout is 

assumed to occur by 2025, the transportation effects of the Proposed Action were evaluated in this EIS 

relative to background (2025) conditions that would exist in the study area without the Proposed Action. 

The Proposed Action was not evaluated relative to the No Action conditions because the No Action 

Alternative in this EIS is a reduced development scenario and not a “No Development” scenario. The 

impacts of all alternatives were evaluated relative to background conditions in 2025.  

The travel demand model for the City of Roseville and Placer County was used to estimate 2025 traffic 

volumes without the Proposed Action. The model translates land uses into roadway volume projections. 

Its inputs are estimates of development (i.e., the number of single-family and multi-family dwelling units, 

and the amount of square footage of various categories of non-residential uses) and descriptions of the 

roadway and transit systems. The model covers not only the City of Roseville, but also the entire 

Sacramento region (including the portions of Placer County west of Colfax). The model maintains a 
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general consistency with the trip distribution and mode choice estimates from the regional model used by 

the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG). 

The outputs of the travel demand model include average daily, AM, and PM peak hour traffic volume 

forecasts on roadway segments as well as for turning movements at intersections. For the transportation 

analysis prepared for the Proposed Action and alternatives, LOS was evaluated at existing and planned 

signalized intersections in the City of Roseville, as well as a number of intersections and roadway 

segments in other neighboring jurisdictions.  

Analysis Scenarios 

The following scenarios were evaluated in detail: 

 2025 Background Conditions 

 2025 plus No Action Alternative Conditions 

 2025 plus Proposed Action Conditions  

 2025 plus Alternative 1 (Reduced Footprint, Increased Density) Conditions 

 2025 plus Alternative 2 (Reduced Footprint, Same Density) Conditions 

 2025 plus Alternative 3 (Central Preserve) Conditions 

 2025 plus Alternative 4 (Half Acre Fill) Conditions 

 2025 plus Alternative 5 (One Acre Fill) Conditions 

 2025 plus Alternative 6 (Off-Site Alternative) Conditions 

Development Assumptions for 2025 Background Conditions 

The following land use and growth assumptions were used to develop 2025 Background Conditions2: 

 Buildout of the City of Roseville which was defined as buildout of currently entitled City land 

(including Sierra Vista Specific Plan area) plus some potential redevelopment of properties 

within the City’s Downtown area 

 Buildout of Signature rezone (Fiddyment Ranch) 

 Buildout of West Park rezone 

 Buildout of Regional University (Placer County) 

 Buildout of Placer Vineyards Phase 1 (Placer County) 

 City of Lincoln at 2025 market absorption which includes development in a portion of the City of 

Lincoln’s recently approved sphere of influence (SOI) expansion 

 Buildout of City of Rocklin residential and 2025 absorption of non-residential 

 Forecast SACOG 2025 development outside of Placer County 

                                                        
2 Although some of the projects included in the 2025 background conditions do not have permits/approvals from 

resource agencies including the USACE, they are considered reasonably foreseeable for this NEPA analysis as 

they have been proposed in the project area and some of these projects have also received land use approvals 

from the local jurisdictions in which they are proposed.  
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 Buildout of Phase 1 of the Sutter Pointe Specific Plan (Sutter County) 

The following roadway improvements were included for the 2025 Background Conditions: 

 All roadway and intersection improvements included in Roseville’s Capital Improvement 

Program (CIP) 

 I-80 improvements, including HOV lanes and auxiliary lanes in Placer County 

 SR 65 improvements, including widening to six lanes between I-80 and Blue Oaks Boulevard 

 Widening of Baseline Road to six lanes from Fiddyment Road to the Sutter County line 

(consistent with the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan and current City of Roseville and Placer 

County Fee programs for Baseline Road) 

 Widening of Baseline Road to six lanes from Sutter County line to SR 70/99 (consistent with 

Metropolitan Transportation Plan [MTP] and South Sutter Specific Plan) 

 Widening of Watt Avenue to six lanes between Baseline Road and the Sacramento County line 

(consistent with the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan) 

 Widening of Walerga Road to four lanes between Baseline Road and the Sacramento County line 

(consistent with Placer County CIP) 

 Construction of an interchange at SR 70/99 and Riego Road 

 Construction of Watt Avenue from Baseline Road to south of Blue Oaks Boulevard (consistent 

with Regional University Specific Plan) 

Placer Parkway is a proposed 15-mile (24 kilometer), six-lane thoroughfare that will link SR 65 in western 

Placer County to Highways 99 and 70 in southern Sutter County. Placer Parkway is not assumed in this 

analysis because the timeline for its construction is unknown. It is currently going through the 

environmental review process and construction has not been funded. Based on its current status, it is 

unlikely that any portion of Placer Parkway would be constructed by 2025. Therefore, it is not included in 

this analysis.  

Trip Generation of Proposed Action and Alternatives 

Table 3.14-7, Land Use Assumptions for Proposed Action and Alternatives, and Table 3.16-8, Proposed 

Action and Alternatives Trip Generation, provide a summary of the proposed land use and trip 

generation and summarize the additional trips associated with the Proposed Action and each of the 

alternatives. As indicated by Table 3.14-8, the Proposed Action would generate approximately 

34,300 daily trips. Daily trips include both trips originating from and terminating at the project site. 

Table 3.14-8 also shows the estimated trips associated with each of the alternatives. The trip generation 

of the alternatives range from 51 percent to 87 percent of the trips associated with the Proposed Action. 
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Table 3.14-7 

Land Use Assumptions for Proposed Action and Alternatives 

 

Land Use Units 

Land Use Assumptions 

No 

Action 

Proposed 

Action 

Alternatives 

Reduced 

Footprint 

Increased 

Density 

Reduced 

Footprint 

Same 

Density 

Central 

Preserve 

Half 

Acre 

Fill 

One 

Acre 

Fill 

Off-

Site 

Single-Family 

DUs 

950 1,340 695 811 895 638 667 885 

Multi-Family 555 689 1,195 594 600 616 672 465 

Total Residential 1,505 2,029 1,890 1,405 1,495 1,254 1,339 1,350 

Commercial 

ksf 

324.5 457.8 434.5 434.5 434.5 203.6 248.3 220.0 

Office 0.0 54.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Industrial 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 154.6 

School Students 550 750 700 520 460 460 500 500 

Park Acres 13.5 15.5 15.7 11.2 12.4 12.4 12.8 14.2 

    

Source: DKS Associates 2012 

Notes: DU = Dwelling Unit; ksf = Thousand Square Feet. 

 

 

Table 3.14-8 

Proposed Action and Alternatives Trip Generation 

 

Land Use 

Daily 

Trips 

Per Unit 

Daily Trips 

No 

Action 

Proposed 

Action 

Alternatives 

Reduced 

Footprint 

Increased 

Density 

Reduced 

Footprint 

Same 

Density 

Central 

Preserve 

Half 

Acre 

Fill 

One 

Acre 

Fill 

Off-

Site 

Single Family (DUs) 9.0 8,550 12,060 6,255 7,299 8,055 5,742 6,003 7,965 

Multi-Family (DUs) 6.5 3,608 4,479 7,768 3,861 3,900 4,004 4,368 3,023 

Commercial (ksf) 35.0 11,358 16,023 15,208 15,208 15,208 7,128 8,690 7,700 

Office (ksf) 17.7 0 972 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Industrial (ksf) 7.6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,175 

School (Students) 1.0 550 750 700 520 550 460 500 500 

Park (Acres) 2.2 30 34.1 34.54 24.64 25.3 27 28 31 

Total Trips  24,095 34,318 29,965 26,913 27,738 17,361 19,589 20,394 

    

Source: DKS Associates  2012 

Notes: DU = Dwelling Unit; ksf = Thousand Square Feet. 
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It should be noted that since the Proposed Action and all alternatives contain both residential and non-

residential uses, some internalization of trips can be expected. For example, some residents living within 

the project site could do their shopping or work within the project site, and thus their shopping or work 

trips might remain within the project site. A “select zone” assignment was performed with the travel 

demand model to estimate the internalization of trips. The model predicted that approximately 

18 percent of the daily trips generated by the Proposed Action (or an alternative) would remain on 

roadways within the project site and approximately 82 percent of the daily trips would exit the project 

site and use other local and regional roadways (DKS Associates 2012). 

Trip Distribution  

Figure 3.14-4, Project Trip Distribution, shows the trip distribution estimated using the travel demand 

model. The figure shows that a high percentage of project-related external trips are expected to use 

roadways in western Roseville. Approximately 23 percent of the vehicles would use Blue Oaks Boulevard 

east of the project site. Approximately 37 percent of the vehicles are estimated to travel south into the 

Sierra Vista Specific Plan area. Approximately 14 percent of the vehicles would travel north on 

Westbrook Boulevard. Approximately 8 percent of the vehicles are estimated to travel west on Blue Oaks 

Boulevard. A very small number of vehicles are estimated to travel on I-80 through Roseville, as this is 

not a convenient way to access the project site. It is reasonable to assume that the trip distribution and 

trip length data for the alternatives would be similar to the Proposed Action, with the exception of the 

Off-Site Alternative, for which a separate trip distribution was completed. 

3.14.5 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact TRA-1 Increased Traffic at City of Roseville Intersections 

No Action Alt. The No Action Alternative would cause two intersections in the City of Roseville to 

operate at LOS F during the PM peak hour. Mitigation is identified in this EIS to reduce 

these effects. However, due to the infeasibility of improvements at these affected 

intersections, residual significant indirect effects would remain after mitigation. No 

direct effects would occur. 

The No Action Alternative would result in the development of the project site with a 

variety of land uses, including residential and commercial uses. As indicated in Tables 

3.14-9 and 3.14-10 (at the end of this section), two intersections in the City of Roseville 

would operate at LOS F under 2025 plus No Action Alternative conditions during the 

PM peak hour. A description of each intersection affected along with a discussion of 

proposed improvements that would mitigate the impact is provided below: 

 Blue Oaks Boulevard and Diamond Creek Boulevard – Under 2025 plus No 

Action Alternative conditions, this intersection would degrade from LOS E to 

LOS F during the PM peak hour. This would be a significant effect, prior to 

mitigation. Modifying this intersection to include a separate southbound right 

turn lane would restore the operation of the intersection to LOS E. However, the 
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City of Roseville may not consider this improvement to be feasible due to 

adjacent sidewalks and landscaping. 

 Pleasant Grove Boulevard and Fiddyment Road – Under 2025 plus No Action 

Alternative conditions, this intersection would degrade from LOS E to LOS F 

during the PM peak hour. This would be a significant effect, prior to 

mitigation. Modifying this intersection to include three east bound through 

lanes, two westbound to southbound left turn lanes, and two westbound 

through lanes would improve the operation of the intersection to LOS C. 

However, the City of Roseville may not consider this improvement to be 

feasible. 

Mitigation Measure TRA-1, which would require payment of the fair share of the cost 

of the improvements, would address this effect.  

Mitigation Measure TRA-1 is the same as Mitigation Measure 4.3-1 in the Sierra Vista 

Specific Plan EIR. The USACE assumes that the City would impose this mitigation 

measure on the No Action Alternative. However, as noted above, the City of Roseville 

may not consider the proposed improvements feasible. Therefore, the indirect effect 

would be significant (City of Roseville 2010). The USACE agrees with the conclusion in 

the Sierra Vista Specific Plan EIR and finds that with this mitigation, this indirect effect 

would remain significant. No direct effects would occur. 

Proposed 

Action 

The Proposed Action would cause two intersections in the City of Roseville to operate at 

LOS F during the PM peak hour. Mitigation is identified to address these effects. 

However, due to the potential infeasibility of the mitigation, the indirect effects would 

remain significant. No direct effects would occur. 

The Proposed Project would construct a larger mixed-use development on the project 

site, compared to the No Action Alternative. As indicated in Tables 3.14-9 and 3.14-10, 

the same two intersections that would degrade from LOS E to LOS F under the No 

Action Alternative would degrade from LOS E to LOS F under the Proposed Action. 

Based on the significance criteria listed above and for the same reasons presented above 

for the No Action Alternative, these indirect effects would be significant.  

Mitigation Measure TRA-1 is the same as Mitigation Measure 4.3-1 in the Sierra Vista 

Specific Plan EIR. However, as noted above, the City of Roseville may not consider the 

proposed improvements feasible. Therefore, the indirect effect would be significant 

(City of Roseville 2010). The USACE agrees with the conclusion in the Sierra Vista 

Specific Plan EIR and finds that with this mitigation, this indirect effect would remain 

significant. No direct effects would occur. 
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Alts. 1 

through 5 

All of the on-site alternatives would construct a smaller mixed-use development on the 

project site compared to the Proposed Action. As indicated in Tables 3.14-9 and 3.14-10, 

with the exception of Alternative 2, the on-site alternatives would cause the intersection 

of Blue Oaks Boulevard and Diamond Creek Boulevard to degrade from LOS E to 

LOS F during the PM peak hour. In addition, the intersection of Pleasant Grove 

Boulevard and Fiddyment Road would degrade from LOS E to LOS F during the 

PM peak hour under all of the on-site alternatives. Based on the significance criteria 

listed above and for the same reasons presented above for the No Action Alternative, 

these indirect effects would be significant. No direct effects would occur. 

Mitigation Measure TRA-1 is the same as Mitigation Measure 4.3-1 in the Sierra Vista 

Specific Plan EIR. The USACE assumes that the City would impose this mitigation 

measure on Alternatives 1 through 5. However, as noted above, the City of Roseville 

may not consider the proposed improvements feasible. Therefore, the indirect effect 

would be significant (City of Roseville 2010). The USACE agrees with the conclusion in 

the Sierra Vista Specific Plan EIR and finds that with this mitigation, this indirect effect 

would remain significant. No direct effects would occur. 

Off-Site Alt. The Off-Site Alternative would cause one intersection in the City of Roseville to operate 

at LOS D during the AM peak hour and one intersection in the City of Roseville to 

operate at LOS F during the PM peak hour. Mitigation is identified to address these 

effects. However, due to the infeasibility of mitigation, the indirect effects would 

remain significant. No direct effects would occur. 

The Off-Site Alternative would construct a project broadly similar to the Proposed 

Action on the alternative site. Based on the significance criteria listed above and as 

indicated in Table 3.14-10, the intersection of Blue Oaks Boulevard & Diamond Creek 

Boulevard would degrade from LOS E to LOS F during the PM peak hour under this 

alternative (The same intersection would degrade from LOS E to LOS F under the No 

Action Alternative). This represents a significant indirect effect. As shown above under 

the No Action Alternative, feasible improvements are potentially unavailable for this 

intersection. 

In addition, as shown in Table 3.14-9, one other intersection (Blue Oaks and Crocker 

Ranch) would degrade from LOS C to LOS D during the AM peak hour under this 

alternative based on the significance criteria listed above. A description of this effect 

along with a discussion of potential improvements is provided below: 

 Blue Oaks Boulevard and Crocker Ranch Road – Under 2025 plus Off-Site 

Alternative conditions, this intersection would degrade from LOS C to LOS D. 

This would be a significant effect, prior to mitigation. Re-striping to include 

two southbound to eastbound left turn lanes and a separate right turn lane 

would improve the intersection to LOS B. This improvement would need to be 

added to the City’s CIP and development within the Westbrook project would 



3.14 Transportation and Traffic 

Impact Sciences 3.14-24 Westbrook Draft EIS 

USACE #200500938  May 2013 

be required to pay fair share costs for this improvement. 

Mitigation Measure TRA-1 would address this effect. It is the same as Mitigation 

Measure 4.3-1 in the Sierra Vista Specific Plan EIR. The USACE assumes that the City 

would impose this mitigation measure on the No Action Alternative. However, as noted 

above, the City of Roseville may not consider the proposed improvements feasible. 

Therefore, the indirect effect would be significant. The USACE agrees with the 

conclusion in the Sierra Vista Specific Plan EIR and finds that even with this mitigation, 

this indirect effect would remain significant. No direct effects would occur. 

Mitigation Measure TRA-1: Pay fair share of the improvements to City of Roseville 

intersections  

(Applicability – No Action, Proposed Action, and All 

Alternatives) 

Pay Fair Share of Improvements in the CIP including improvements to the following intersections: 

 Fiddyment/Baseline Road: improve intersection as part of the project 

 Watt Avenue/Baseline Road: improve intersection as part of the project 

 Baseline Road: widen to four-lane facility from Fiddyment Road to western Specific Plan Boundary. 

Improvements would be necessary to the following intersections, as part of the project to achieve acceptable service 

levels under the 2025 CIP plus Project scenario. However, as noted, many intersections cannot be mitigated because 

of constraints. 

1. Foothills Boulevard and Baseline Road: No feasible mitigation  

2. Industrial Avenue and Alantown Drive: No feasible mitigation 

3. Cirby Way and Northridge Drive: No feasible mitigation 

4. Foothills Boulevard and Junction Boulevard: No feasible mitigation 

5. Junction Boulevard and Baseline Road: No feasible mitigation 

6. Roseville Parkway and Sierra College Boulevard: No feasible mitigation 

7. Blue Oaks Boulevard and Crocker Ranch Road: Re-stripe to include two south bound to east bound left 

turn lanes and a separate right turn. This improvement will be added to the City of Roseville’s Capital 

Improvement program. Development within the Sierra Vista Specific Plan Area will be required to pay fair 

share costs for this improvement 

8. Blue Oaks Boulevard and New Meadow Drive: Re-stripe the southbound through lane to a shared through 

and left-turn lane. This improvement will be added to the City of Roseville’s Capital Improvement 

program. Development within the Sierra Vista Specific Plan Area will be required to pay fair share costs for 

this improvement. As such, this impact would be reduced to less than significant. 

9. Foothills Boulevard and Baseline/Main: No feasible mitigation 

10. Sunrise Boulevard and Sandringham/Kensington: add a dedicated southbound right-turn lane 

11. Woodcreek Oaks and Baseline Road: construction of a second eastbound through lane. This improvement is 

currently in the City’s CIP program. SVSP would be required to pay fair share costs for this improvement. 
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The SVSP will develop over a period of years. Therefore, the impacts on these intersections would occur over a 

period of time. As with other improvements in the 2025 CIP, the City will monitor traffic conditions and determine 

when specific improvements are needed. The City of Roseville’s traffic impact fees should be revised to include the 

SVSP area. Specific Plans and/or development proposals shall provide for fair share contributions of the cost of the 

improvements through the updated traffic impact fees. 

Construction of intersection improvements could have impacts on biological and cultural resources, air quality, 

water quality, and noise levels. These impacts will be evaluated as part of the CIP update to incorporate the adopted 

mitigation. 

  

Impact TRA-2 Increased Traffic at Placer County Intersections and Roadway 

Segments 

No Action Alt. None of the study intersections or roadway segments under the jurisdiction of Placer 

County would be significantly affected under 2025 plus No Action conditions (see 

Tables 18 and 19 in Appendix 3.14). Based on the significance criteria listed above, this 

indirect effect would be less than significant. No mitigation is required. No direct 

effects would occur. 

Proposed 

Action, Alts. 1 

through 5 

None of the study intersections or roadway segments under the jurisdiction of Placer 

County would be significantly affected under the Proposed Action or Alternatives 1 

through 5 (see Tables 18 and 19 in Appendix 3.14). Based on the significance criteria 

listed above, the indirect effect on study intersections or roadway segments in Placer 

County would be less than significant under the Proposed Action and all of the on-site 

alternatives. No mitigation is required. No direct effects would occur. 

Off-Site Alt. No intersections under the jurisdiction of Placer County would be significantly affected 

under the Off-Site Alternative based on the significance criteria listed above (Table 18 in 

Appendix 3.14). However, this alternative would cause one roadway segment in the 

County to degrade from LOS B to LOS E.  

Under 2025 plus Off-Site Alternative conditions, the segment of Sunset Boulevard west 

of Industrial Avenue would degrade from LOS B to LOS E due to the addition of 

9,800 vehicles to this roadway (Table 18 in Appendix 3.14). This would be a significant 

indirect effect, prior to mitigation. The large increase in traffic on this segment is due 

not so much from traffic generated under the Off-Site Alternative but from a new 

connection between Sunset Boulevard and Woodcreek Oaks Boulevard that is a part of 

the alternative. This new connection would also cause significant volume decreases on 

Blue Oaks Boulevard between Woodcreek Oaks Boulevard and Foothills Boulevard, 

and on Foothills Boulevard between Blue Oaks Boulevard and Sunset Boulevard but the 

traffic on Sunset Boulevard west of Industrial Avenue would increase. To address this 

increase, Sunset Boulevard would need to be widened to six lanes between Industrial 
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Avenue and Foothills Boulevard. 

Mitigation Measure TRA-2, which would require payment of the fair share of the cost 

to widen the segment of Sunset Boulevard west of Industrial Avenue, would address 

the effect of the Off-Site Alternative. However, The USACE acknowledges that it has no 

authority to require Mitigation Measure TRA-2 and cannot guarantee that the City will 

impose this measure on this alternative because the City of Roseville does not have 

jurisdiction over Placer County roadways. Therefore, the indirect effect would remain 

significant. No direct effects would occur. 

Mitigation Measure TRA-2: Pay fair share of the cost of Improvements to the Segment of 

Sunset Boulevard west of Industrial Avenue  

(Applicability – Off-Site Alternative) 

The proposed development will pay its fair share of the cost of necessary improvements to the segment of Sunset 

Boulevard west of Industrial Avenue by participating in the City/County Joint Fee Program to fund this 

improvement. 

  

Impact TRA-3 Increased Traffic at Sacramento County Intersections and 

Roadway Segments 

No Action Alt. No study intersections and roadway segments in Sacramento County would be 

significantly affected under 2025 plus No Action Alternative conditions (see Tables 20 

and 21 in Appendix 3.14). Based on the significance criteria listed above, this indirect 

effect would be less than significant. No mitigation is required. No direct effects 

would occur. 

Proposed 

Action, Alts. 1 

through 5 

None of the study intersections or roadway segments in Sacramento County would be 

significantly affected under the Proposed Action or Alternatives 1 through 5 (see Tables 

20 and 21 in Appendix 3.14). Based on the significance criteria listed above, the indirect 

effects on study intersections and roadway segments in Sacramento County would be 

less than significant under the Proposed Action and all of the on-site alternatives. 

No mitigation is required. No direct effects would occur. 

Off-Site Alt. None of the study intersections and roadway segments in Sacramento County would be 

significantly affected under this alternative (see Tables 20 and 21 in Appendix 3.14). 

Based on the significance criteria listed above, the indirect effect on study intersections 

or roadway segments in Sacramento County would be less than significant under this 

alternative. No mitigation is required. No direct effects would occur. 
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Impact TRA-4 Increased Traffic at Sutter County Intersections and Roadway 

Segments 

No Action Alt. None of the study intersections and roadway segments in Sutter County would be 

significantly affected under 2025 plus No Action Alternative conditions (see Tables 22 

and 23 in Appendix 3.14). Based on the significance criteria listed above, this indirect 

effect would be less than significant. No mitigation is required. No direct effects would 

occur. 

Proposed 

Action, Alts. 1 

through 5 

None of the study intersections or roadway segments in Sutter County would be 

significantly affected under the Proposed Action or Alternatives 1 through 5 

(see Tables 22 and 23 in Appendix 3.14). Based on the significance criteria listed above, 

the indirect effects on study intersections or roadway segments in Sutter County would 

be less than significant under the Proposed Action and all of the on-site alternatives. 

No mitigation is required. No direct effects would occur. 

Off-Site Alt. None of the study intersections and roadway segments in Sutter County would be 

significantly affected under this alternative (see Tables 22 and 23 in Appendix 3.14). 

Based on the significance criteria listed above, the indirect effect on study intersections 

or roadway segments in Sutter County would be less than significant under this 

alternative. No mitigation is required. No direct effects would occur. 

  

Impact TRA-5 Increased Traffic along City of Rocklin Roadway Segments 

No Action Alt. All study roadway segments in the City of Rocklin are projected to operate at acceptable 

levels under the 2025 plus No Action Alternative conditions (see Table 24 in Appendix 

3.14). Based on the significance criteria listed above, this indirect effect would be less 

than significant. No mitigation is required. No direct effects would occur. 

Proposed 

Action, Alts. 1 

through 5 

All study roadway segments in the City of Rocklin are projected to operate at acceptable 

levels under 2025 plus Proposed Action and 2025 plus on-site alternatives conditions 

(see Table 24 in Appendix 3.14). Based on the significance criteria listed above, the 

indirect effects on study roadway segments in the City of Rocklin would be less than 

significant under the Proposed Action and all of the on-site alternatives. No mitigation 

is required. No direct effects would occur. 

Off-Site Alt. All study roadway segments in the City of Rocklin are projected to operate at acceptable 

levels under 2025 plus Off-Site Alternative conditions (see Table 24 in Appendix 3.14). 

Based on the significance criteria listed above, the indirect effect on study roadway 

segments in the City of Rocklin would be less than significant under the Off-Site 

Alternative. No mitigation is required. No direct effects would occur. 
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Impact TRA-6 Increased Traffic at State Highway Intersections and Segments 

No Action Alt. The No Action Alternative would add traffic to one state highway segment (SR 65) that 

would operate at LOS F under 2025 background conditions. This indirect effect is 

considered significant. As no specific improvements have been identified to mitigate 

these effects and the USACE and the City of Roseville have no control over 

improvements to state highway segments, mitigation is infeasible and the indirect effect 

on the state highways would remain significant. 

The No Action Alternative would decrease or not add traffic to a majority of state 

highway intersections in the study area (see Table 25 in Appendix 3.14). However, 

traffic generated by the No Action Alternative would increase traffic along the segment 

of SR 65 from Blue Oaks Boulevard to Sunset Boulevard which would operate at LOS F 

under 2025 background conditions (see Table 26 in Appendix 3.14). Because Caltrans 

considers any increase in volume on an already deficient facility an impact, this 

represents a significant indirect effect. No specific improvements have been identified 

to improve SR 65 under 2025 background conditions.  

Mitigation Measure TRA-6, which would require the Applicant to pay its fair share of 

the cost of improvements for this freeway segment, would address this effect. This 

measure is the same as Mitigation Measure 4.3-6 in the Sierra Vista Specific Plan EIR. 

The USACE assumes that the City of Roseville would impose the same mitigation 

measure on the No Action Alternative to address this effect. As no specific 

improvements have been identified to mitigate this effect and the USACE and City of 

Roseville have no control over improvements to state highway segments, this mitigation 

measure would not reduce this effect to less than significant. The USACE finds that the 

indirect effect would remain significant. No direct effects would occur. 

Proposed 

Action 

All state highway intersections in the study area are projected to operate at acceptable 

levels under 2025 plus Proposed Action conditions (see Table 25 in Appendix 3.14). 

However, the Proposed Action would add traffic to three highway segments that would 

operate at LOS F under 2025 background conditions: I-80 from the Sacramento County 

line to SR 65; SR 65 from I-80 to Pleasant Grove Boulevard; and SR 70/99 from Riego 

Road to Elkhorn Boulevard (see Table 26 in Appendix 3.14). Based on the significance 

criteria above, this represents a significant indirect effect. No specific improvements 

have been identified to improve the segments under 2025 background conditions. 

Mitigation Measure TRA-6 would address these effects. As noted above, this measure 

is the same as Mitigation Measure 4.3-6 in the Sierra Vista Specific Plan EIR and was 

adopted by the City of Roseville at the time of project approval of the Westbrook project 

and will be enforced by the City. As no specific improvements have been identified to 

mitigate these effects and both the USACE and the City of Roseville have no control 

over improvements to state highway segments, this mitigation measure would not 
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reduce this effect to less than significant. The USACE finds that the indirect effect 

would remain significant. No direct effects would occur.  

Alts. 1 

through 5 

All state highway intersections in the study area are projected to operate at acceptable 

levels under 2025 plus on-site alternatives conditions (see Table 25 in Appendix 3.14). 

However, the on-site alternatives would add traffic to two highway segments that 

would operate at LOS F under 2025 background conditions: I-80 from Eureka Road to 

Taylor Road and SR 65 from Blue Oaks Boulevard to Sunset Boulevard (see Table 26 in 

Appendix 3.14). Based on the significance criteria above, this represents a significant 

indirect effect. No specific improvements have been identified to improve the segments 

under 2025 background conditions. 

Mitigation Measure TRA-6 would address these effects. As noted above, this measure 

is the same as Mitigation Measure 4.3-6 in the Sierra Vista Specific Plan EIR. The USACE 

assumes that the City of Roseville would impose the same mitigation measure on the 

on-site alternatives to address these effects. As no specific improvements have been 

identified and the USACE and City of Roseville have no control over improvements to 

state highway segments, this mitigation measure would not reduce the effects to less 

than significant. The USACE finds that the indirect effects would remain significant. 

No direct effects would occur. 

Off-Site Alt. All state highway intersections in the study area are projected to operate at acceptable 

levels under 2025 plus Off-Site Alternative conditions (see Table 25 in Appendix 3.14). 

However, the Off-Site Alternative would add traffic to three highway segments that 

would operate at LOS F under 2025 background conditions: SR 65 from Galleria 

Boulevard to Pleasant Grove Boulevard; SR 65 from Blue Oaks Boulevard to Sunset 

Boulevard; and SR 70/99 from Riego Road to Elkhorn Boulevard (see Table 26 in 

Appendix 3.14). Based on the significance criteria listed above, these indirect effects are 

considered significant. No specific improvements have been identified to improve the 

affected segments.  

Mitigation Measure TRA-6 would address these effects. The USACE assumes that the 

City would impose a mitigation measures similar to Mitigation Measure TRA-6 on the 

Off-Site Alternative. However, as the USACE and the City of Roseville have no control 

over improvements to state highway segments, the mitigation measure would not 

reduce these effects to less than significant. Accordingly, the USACE finds that the 

indirect effects would remain significant. No direct effects would occur. 
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Mitigation Measure TRA-6: Pay fair share of the cost of improvements to State Highway 

Segments  

(Applicability – No Action, Proposed Action, and All 

Alternatives) 

No specific improvements have been identified to mitigate project impacts on I-80, SR 70/99, or SR 65; however, the 

City is willing to work with Caltrans to establish a regional approach to institute a fee program for the purpose of 

funding improvements on these facilities. If and when Caltrans and the City enter into an enforceable agreement, 

the Project shall pay impact fees to the City of Roseville in amounts that constitute the Project’s fair share 

contributions to the construction of transportation facilities and/or improvements, consistent with the Mitigation 

Fee Act (Gov. Code, § 66000 et seq.). 

The City shall determine the means of providing the project’s fair share of the funds for these improvements to 

Caltrans through the inter-agency agreement or other arrangement required by Mitigation Measure 4.3-5 in the 

Sierra Vista Specific Plan EIR prepared by the City of Roseville. 

  

Impact TRA-7 Increased Demand for Local Transit Service 

No Action Alt. The indirect effect of increased demand on local transit service would be less than 

significant under the No Action Alternative. Mitigation is not required. No direct 

effects would occur. 

The No Action Alternative would result in the development of the project site with 

a variety of land uses, including residential and commercial uses. The addition of 

these uses would increase the demand for transit within the City of Roseville. There 

are currently no Roseville Transit routes directly serving the project site. Any 

development of the project site, including the development under the No Action 

Alternative would be required to develop transit stops at key arterial intersections 

and at other locations as determined by the Public Works Director, in accordance 

with the City’s Improvement Standards. Roseville Transit would provide transit 

services in accordance with the Short Range Transportation Plan (SRTP) and Long 

Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) as funding allows. Although the Roseville 

Transit is currently facing funding problems, the requirement that the development 

include transit stops at key arterial intersections and other locations determined by 

the Public Works Director will be sufficient to allow service to be extended to the 

project site. Notably, nothing about the inclusion of such transit stops will worsen 

the current funding problems of the Roseville Transit system, which should 

improve as the national and regional economies recover from the recent recession. 

Because development on the project site is not expected to occur to any significant 

degree until economic conditions improve, the City expects system revenues to 

increase as demand for transit service in the project area increases (DKS Associates 
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2012). For these reasons, the indirect effect would be less than significant. 

Mitigation is not required. No direct effects would occur. 

Proposed 

Action, Alts. 1 

through 5, and 

Off-Site Alt. 

As noted above, there are currently no Roseville Transit routes directly serving the 

project site. Nor are there any Roseville Transit routes that directly serve the Off-

Site Alternative at this time. The effect would be the same as described above for the 

No Action Alternative. Based on the significance criteria listed above and for the 

same reasons presented above for the No Action Alternative, the indirect effect of 

increased demand on local transit service would be less than significant under the 

Proposed Action and all of the alternatives. No mitigation is required. No direct 

effects would occur. 

  

Impact TRA-8 Increased Demand for Local Bicycle Facilities 

No Action Alt. The No Action Alternative would result in the development of the project site with 

a wide variety of land uses. These uses would increase the demand for bicycle 

facilities within the City of Roseville and neighboring jurisdictions. The No Action 

Alternative would include Class I trails, Class II bike lanes and the Class IA 

facilities. These would be connected within the project site and to the existing City 

bikeway system. The Class II bike lanes for collectors would be modified to 

accommodate slower vehicular speeds and narrower street sections (DKS 

Associates 2012). Although this is a deviation from current City of Roseville 

Design/Construction Standards, the bike lanes would comply with the minimum 

requirements of the Highway Design Manual. The demand for bicycle facilities 

would be adequately served by the proposed bicycle facilities, and this indirect 

effect would be less than significant. No direct effects would occur. 

Proposed 

Action, Alts. 1 

through 5, and 

Off-Site Alt. 

As the Proposed Action and Alternatives 1 through 6 would include an adequate 

range of bicycle facilities, the effect would be the same as described above for the 

No Action Alternative. Based on the significance criteria listed above and for the 

same reasons presented above for the No Action Alternative, the indirect effect on 

local bicycle facilities would be less than significant under the Proposed Action 

and all of the on-site alternatives. No mitigation is required. No direct effects would 

occur. 
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3.14.6 RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS 

Residual significant indirect effects would remain under the Proposed Action and all alternatives for 

Impacts TRA-1 and TRA-6 after mitigation. Residual significant indirect effects would remain under the 

Off-Site Alternative only for Impact TRA-2. All of the other indirect effects would be less than 

significant. 

3.14.7 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The analysis above evaluates the effects from traffic that would result from growth in regional traffic 

through 2025 combined with the growth in traffic due to the Proposed Action (or an alternative) at 

buildout. The analysis, therefore, presents the cumulative traffic impacts that were determined to be 

significant and the contribution of the Proposed Action or an alternative to the cumulative impacts was 

found to be substantial. Mitigation measures are proposed to address the contribution of the Proposed 

Action or an alternative to the cumulative traffic impacts. However, residual significant effects are 

identified because of the infeasibility of some of the mitigation measures. 

3.14.8 REFERENCES 

City of Roseville. 2010. Sierra Vista Specific Plan Final Environmental Impact Report. 

DKS Associates. 2012. Westbrook EIS Transportation Analysis. July. 

Transportation Research Board. 1985. Highway Capacity Manual. 
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Table 3.14-9 

Level of Service at Roseville Signalized Intersections – 2025 CIP Plus Project Alternative Conditions – AM Peak Hour 

 

Intersection 

No  

Project 

Scenario 

 2025 CIP Plus Project 

No  

Action 

Proposed 

Action 

Reduced 

Footprint 

Increased 

Density 

Reduced 

Footprint 

Same 

Density 

Central 

Preserve 

Alternative 

Half Acre 

Wetland 

Impact Plan 

One Acre 

Wetland 

Impact Plan 

Off-Site 

Alternative 

ID Intersection Name LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C 

Existing Signalized Intersections 

4 Baseline Rd & Fiddyment Rd. D 0.85 D 0.89 D 0.88 D 0.89 D 0.89 D 0.88 D 0.90 D 0.90 D 0.86 

5 Blue Oaks & Crocker Ranch C 0.80 C 0.80 C 0.79 C 0.80 C 0.80 C 0.80 C 0.80 C 0.80 D 0.82 

7 Blue Oaks & Fiddyment C 0.78 C 0.80 C 0.80 C 0.80 C 0.79 C 0.80 C 0.80 C 0.80 C 0.75 

10 Blue Oaks Bl. & Diamond Creek Bl. C 0.77 C 0.77 C 0.78 C 0.78 C 0.78 C 0.78 C 0.77 C 0.78 C 0.76 

11 Blue Oaks Bl. & Foothills Bl. E 0.97 E 0.97 E 0.97 E 0.97 E 0.97 E 0.97 E 0.97 E 0.97 F 1.04 

12 Blue Oaks Bl. & Woodcreek Oaks E 0.94 E 0.95 E 0.95 E 0.95 E 0.95 E 0.95 E 0.95 E 0.95 E 0.93 

14 Cirby Wy. & Foothills Bl. E 0.99 E 1.00 E 1.00 E 1.00 E 1.00 E 1.00 E 0.99 E 1.00 E 0.99 

16 Cirby Wy. & Northridge Dr. C 0.76 C 0.77 C 0.77 C 0.77 C 0.77 C 0.77 C 0.77 C 0.77 C 0.77 

18 Cirby Wy. & Orlando Av. E 0.92 E 0.91 E 0.91 E 0.91 E 0.91 E 0.91 E 0.91 E 0.91 E 0.91 

20 Cirby Wy & Riverside Av. F 1.03 F 1.02 F 1.03 F 1.03 F 1.03 F 1.03 F 1.03 F 1.03 F 1.03 

23 Cirby Wy. & Vernon St. E 0.99 E 0.98 E 0.98 E 0.98 E 0.98 E 0.98 E 0.98 E 0.98 E 0.98 

50 Foothills & Baseline/Main E 0.96 E 0.97 E 0.97 E 0.97 E 0.97 E 0.96 E 0.97 E 0.97 E 0.97 

58 Foothills Bl. & Pleasant Grove Bl. D 0.87 D 0.88 D 0.88 D 0.88 D 0.88 D 0.88 D 0.88 D 0.88 D 0.86 

70 Junction Bl. & Baseline Rd. B 0.69 B 0.69 B 0.68 B 0.68 B 0.69 B 0.68 B 0.68 B 0.68 B 0.70 

86 Pleasant Grove & Fiddyment C 0.77 C 0.81 D 0.82 C 0.81 C 0.81 C 0.81 C 0.80 C 0.81 C 0.76 

93 Pleasant Grove & Roseville Pkwy. F 1.01 E 1.00 E 1.00 E 1.00 E 1.00 E 1.00 E 1.00 E 1.00 E 1.00 

96 Pleasant Grove & Washington D 0.84 D 0.85 D 0.85 D 0.85 D 0.85 D 0.85 D 0.84 D 0.85 D 0.83 

98 Pleasant Grove & Woodcreek Oaks B 0.66 B 0.68 B 0.69 B 0.68 B 0.68 B 0.68 B 0.67 B 0.68 B 0.67 

141 Woodcreek Oaks & Baseline D 0.89 D 0.90 D 0.90 D 0.90 D 0.89 D 0.90 D 0.90 D 0.90 D 0.88 

146 SR 65 NB Off & Blue Oaks Bl. A 0.55 A 0.55 A 0.55 A 0.55 A 0.55 A 0.55 A 0.55 A 0.55 A 0.55 
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Intersection 

No  

Project 

Scenario 

 2025 CIP Plus Project 

No  

Action 

Proposed 

Action 

Reduced 

Footprint 

Increased 

Density 

Reduced 

Footprint 

Same 

Density 

Central 

Preserve 

Alternative 

Half Acre 

Wetland 

Impact Plan 

One Acre 

Wetland 

Impact Plan 

Off-Site 

Alternative 

ID Intersection Name LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C 

147 Washington Bl. & Blue Oaks Bl. A 0.50 A 0.50 A 0.50 A 0.50 A 0.50 A 0.50 A 0.50 A 0.50 A 0.48 

150 SR 65 NB Off & Pleasant Grove Bl. A 0.55 A 0.55 A 0.55 A 0.55 A 0.55 A 0.55 A 0.55 A 0.55 A 0.54 

151 SR 65 SB Off & Pleasant Grove Bl. A 0.43 A 0.42 A 0.42 A 0.42 A 0.43 A 0.43 A 0.42 A 0.42 A 0.44 

152 I-80 WB Off & Riverside Ave. C 0.72 C 0.72 C 0.72 C 0.72 C 0.72 C 0.72 C 0.72 C 0.72 C 0.72 

157 I-80 EB Off/Orlando & Riverside C 0.76 C 0.76 C 0.75 C 0.76 C 0.76 C 0.76 C 0.76 C 0.76 C 0.75 

180 Watt Ave & Baseline Rd. B 0.63 B 0.66 B 0.66 B 0.66 B 0.66 B 0.65 B 0.64 B 0.65 B 0.64 

Future Signals in CIP 

163 Blue Oaks Bl. & Westbrook Bl. A 0.44 A 0.46 A 0.46 A 0.46 A 0.46 A 0.46 A 0.46 A 0.46 A 0.44 

166 Pleasant Grove Bl. & Westbrook Bl. A 0.44 A 0.54 A 0.58 A 0.56 A 0.55 A 0.55 A 0.54 A 0.55 A 0.46 

Signalized Intersections Added with Sierra Vista 

177 Santucci Bl. & Pleasant Grove A 0.26 A 0.50 A 0.53 A 0.51 A 0.50 A 0.50 A 0.51 A 0.52 A 0.26 

183 Westbrook Bl. & Baseline Rd. C 0.76 C 0.78 C 0.77 C 0.78 C 0.78 C 0.79 C 0.77 C 0.77 C 0.76 

185 Market St & Baseline Rd. B 0.64 B 0.63 B 0.63 B 0.63 B 0.63 B 0.63 B 0.63 B 0.63 B 0.63 

188 Upland Dr. & Baseline Rd. A 0.53 A 0.53 A 0.53 A 0.53 A 0.52 A 0.53 A 0.52 A 0.53 A 0.52 

Signalized Intersections Added with Westbrook 

200 Santucci Bl. & Road E n/a A 0.30 A 0.32 A 0.34 A 0.29 A 0.29 A 0.31 A 0.30 n/a 

201 Westbrook Bl. & Road E n/a A 0.24 A 0.25 A 0.24 A 0.23 A 0.24 A 0.21 A 0.21 n/a 

202 Pleasant Grove Bl. & Road 1 n/a A 0.37 A 0.41 A 0.41 A 0.38 A 0.38 A 0.37 A 0.39 n/a 

    

Source: DKS Associates  2010 

Notes: Bold Locations do not meet LOS Policy, Shaded Locations indicate LOS Impacts. 

NB = northbound; SB = southbound; EB = eastbound; WB = westbound 
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Table 3.14-10 

Level of Service at Roseville Signalized Intersections– 2025 CIP Plus Project Alternative Conditions – PM Peak Hour 

 

Intersection 

No  

Project 

Scenario 

 2025 CIP Plus Project 

No  

Action 

Proposed 

Action 

Reduced 

Footprint 

Increased 

Density 

Reduced 

Footprint 

Same 

Density 

Central 

Preserve 

Alternative 

Half Acre 

Wetland 

Impact Plan 

One Acre 

Wetland 

Impact 

Plan Off-Site  

ID Intersection Name LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C 

Existing Signalized Intersections 

4 Baseline Rd. & Fiddyment Rd. F 1.01 E 1.00 E 0.99 E 0.99 E 0.99 E 0.99 E 0.99 E 0.99 E 1.00 

5 Blue Oaks & Crocker Ranch C 0.77 C 0.77 C 0.78 C 0.77 C 0.77 C 0.77 C 0.77 C 0.77 C 0.76 

7 Blue Oaks & Fiddyment C 0.77 C 0.77 C 0.79 C 0.77 C 0.77 C 0.78 C 0.77 C 0.78 C 0.78 

10 Blue Oaks Bl. & Diamond Creek Bl. E 1.00 F 1.01 F 1.01 F 1.01 E 1.00 F 1.01 F 1.01 F 1.01 F 1.09 

11 Blue Oaks Bl. & Foothills Bl. F 1.34 F 1.35 F 1.35 F 1.35 F 1.35 F 1.35 F 1.35 F 1.35 E 0.99 

12 Blue Oaks Bl. & Woodcreek Oaks B 0.69 B 0.70 B 0.69 B 0.70 B 0.69 B 0.69 B 0.70 B 0.69 B 0.70 

14 Cirby Wy. & Foothills Bl. F 1.11 F 1.11 F 1.11 F 1.11 F 1.11 F 1.11 F 1.11 F 1.11 F 1.12 

16 Cirby Wy. & Northridge Dr. E 0.92 E 0.93 E 0.93 E 0.93 E 0.93 E 0.93 E 0.93 E 0.93 E 0.92 

18 Cirby Wy. & Orlando Av. D 0.89 D 0.89 D 0.89 D 0.89 D 0.89 D 0.89 D 0.89 D 0.89 D 0.89 

20 Cirby Wy. & Riverside Av. F 1.14 F 1.15 F 1.15 F 1.15 F 1.15 F 1.15 F 1.15 F 1.15 F 1.14 

23 Cirby Wy. & Vernon St. F 1.28 F 1.28 F 1.29 F 1.29 F 1.28 F 1.28 F 1.28 F 1.28 F 1.28 

50 Foothills & Baseline/Main D 0.86 D 0.86 D 0.86 D 0.86 D 0.85 D 0.86 D 0.86 D 0.86 D 0.86 

58 Foothills Bl. & Pleasant Grove Bl. E 0.99 E 0.99 E 1.00 E 1.00 E 0.99 E 1.00 E 1.00 E 1.00 E 0.98 

70 Junction Bl. & Baseline Rd. D 0.86 D 0.86 D 0.86 D 0.87 D 0.86 D 0.87 D 0.87 D 0.86 D 0.86 

86 Pleasant Grove & Fiddyment E 0.94 F 1.03 F 1.05 F 1.04 F 1.03 F 1.03 F 1.02 F 1.02 E 0.93 

93 Pleasant Grove & Roseville Pkwy. F 1.20 F 1.20 F 1.20 F 1.20 F 1.20 F 1.20 F 1.20 F 1.20 F 1.22 

96 Pleasant Grove & Washington E 0.91 E 0.91 E 0.92 E 0.91 E 0.92 E 0.91 E 0.91 E 0.91 D 0.89 

98 Pleasant Grove & Woodcreek Oaks D 0.85 D 0.86 D 0.86 D 0.87 D 0.87 D 0.86 D 0.86 D 0.87 D 0.87 

141 Woodcreek Oaks & Baseline  D 0.88 D 0.88 D 0.88 D 0.87 D 0.87 D 0.87 D 0.88 D 0.87 D 0.88 

146 SR 65 NB Off & Blue Oaks Bl. B 0.66 B 0.66 B 0.66 B 0.66 B 0.66 B 0.66 B 0.66 B 0.66 B 0.65 
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Intersection 

No  

Project 

Scenario 

 2025 CIP Plus Project 

No  

Action 

Proposed 

Action 

Reduced 

Footprint 

Increased 

Density 

Reduced 

Footprint 

Same 

Density 

Central 

Preserve 

Alternative 

Half Acre 

Wetland 

Impact Plan 

One Acre 

Wetland 

Impact 

Plan Off-Site  

ID Intersection Name LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C 

147 Washington Bl. & Blue Oaks Bl. B 0.68 B 0.68 B 0.68 B 0.68 B 0.68 B 0.68 B 0.68 B 0.68 B 0.67 

150 SR 65 NB Off & Pleasant Grove Bl. C 0.76 C 0.76 C 0.76 C 0.76 C 0.76 C 0.76 C 0.76 C 0.76 C 0.76 

151 SR 65 SB Off & Pleasant Grove Bl. C 0.71 C 0.71 C 0.71 C 0.71 C 0.71 C 0.71 C 0.71 C 0.71 C 0.71 

152 I-80 WB Off & Riverside Ave. B 0.63 B 0.63 B 0.63 B 0.63 B 0.63 B 0.63 B 0.63 B 0.63 B 0.63 

157 I-80 EB. Off/Orlando & Riverside D 0.84 D 0.84 D 0.84 D 0.84 D 0.84 D 0.84 D 0.84 D 0.84 D 0.84 

180 Watt Ave. & Baseline Rd. C 0.75 C 0.75 C 0.78 C 0.77 C 0.76 C 0.76 C 0.74 C 0.75 C 0.75 

Future Signals in CIP 

163 Blue Oaks Bl. & Westbrook Bl. A 0.57 A 0.59 A 0.60 A 0.60 A 0.59 A 0.59 A 0.59 A 0.60 A 0.59 

166 Pleasant Grove Bl. & Westbrook Bl. A 0.57 B 0.64 B 0.69 B 0.67 B 0.66 B 0.66 B 0.66 B 0.67 A 0.57 

Signalized Intersections Added with Sierra Vista 

177 Santucci Bl. & Pleasant Grove A 0.50 A 0.56 A 0.58 A 0.56 A 0.56 A 0.56 A 0.55 A 0.75 A 0.50 

183 Westbrook Bl. & Baseline Rd. C 0.78 C 0.77 C 0.76 C 0.76 C 0.76 C 0.76 C 0.77 C 0.76 C 0.80 

185 Market St. & Baseline Rd. B 0.63 B 0.62 B 0.62 B 0.62 B 0.62 B 0.62 B 0.62 B 0.62 B 0.63 

188 Upland Dr. & Baseline Rd. A 0.59 A 0.58 A 0.57 A 0.58 A 0.57 A 0.58 A 0.58 A 0.58 A 0.58 

Signalized Intersections Added with Westbrook 

200 Santucci Bl. & Road E n/a A 0.34 A 0.41 A 0.39 A 0.37 A 0.37 A 0.35 A 0.36 n/a 

201 Westbrook Bl. & Road E n/a A 0.28 A 0.25 A 0.24 A 0.24 A 0.24 A 0.23 A 0.24 n/a 

202 Pleasant Grove Bl. & Road 1 n/a A 0.35 A 0.39 A 0.37 A 0.36 A 0.36 A 0.38 A 0.40 n/a 

    

Source: DKS Associates 2010 

Notes: Bold Locations do not meet LOS Policy, Shaded Locations indicate LOS Impacts. 

NB = northbound; SB = southbound; EB = eastbound; WB = westbound 

 



Impact Sciences 3.15-1 Westbrook Draft EIS 

USACE #200500938  May 2013 

3.15 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

3.15.1 INTRODUCTION 

This section describes the existing utilities that serve the project site and its vicinity and potential impacts to 

these systems from the implementation of the Proposed Action and alternatives. The utilities and service 

systems addressed in this section include water supply, recycled water, wastewater, solid waste, electricity, 

and natural gas. Regulations and policies affecting the utilities and service systems in the project area are 

also described. 

The following sources of information were used in this analysis: 

 Sierra Vista Specific Plan EIR prepared by the City of Roseville (City of Roseville 2010a); 

 City of Roseville 2025 General Plan (City of Roseville 2010b); 

 Water Supply Assessment for the Sierra Vista Specific Plan Westbrook Amendment by the City of 

Roseville (City of Roseville 2012); 

 Sierra Vista Potable Water Master Plan, HydroScience Engineers, Inc., April 2009 and as amended 

July 2009; 

 TM-1 Sierra Vista Specific Plan Water Conservation Plan, HydroScience Engineers, Inc., July 2009; 

 Sierra Vista Recycled Water Master Plan, HydroScience Engineers, Inc., June 2009 and as amended 

July 2009; 

 Bulletin 118-3, Evaluation of Ground Water Resources: Sacramento County in July 1974, prepared by 

the California Department of Resources; 

 Placer Groundwater Management Plan by the Placer County Water Agency (PCWA 2003); 

 PCWA’s Integrated Water Resources Plan, Brown and Caldwell, August 2006; 

 Groundwater Impact Analysis for Proposed Reasons Farm Land Retirement Plan by Montgomery 

Watson Harza (MWH) for the City of Roseville (City of Roseville 2003);  

 Western Placer Groundwater Management Plan (WPCGMP) prepared by MWH for the Cities of 

Roseville and Lincoln along with PCWA and the California American Water Company;  

 West Roseville Specific Plan EIR, February 2004; 

 Water Forum Agreement EIR, November 1999; and 

 Sierra Vista Specific Plan EIR Technical Memorandum: Effects of Changed Water Management 

Operations on Fisheries and Water Quality Impacts Previously Disclosed in the Water Forum 

Agreement EIR, Robertson-Bryan Inc. and HDR, October 2009. 
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3.15.2 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

The project site is not currently served by any municipal utility systems. As the project site is located within 

the City of Roseville (City), all utilities will be provided to the project site by the City. In addition, the City 

will provide most utilities to the alternative site as the site would be annexed to the City. Given the 

proximity of the alternative site to the Placer County Water Agency infrastructure, it is anticipated that 

PCWA would supply water to the alternative site.  

3.15.2.1 Water 

The City would serve as the water supplier for the Proposed Action and all on-site alternatives. The City 

potable water source is Folsom Reservoir. Groundwater is not used routinely and is only used occasionally 

as back-up supply. Recycled water is available for landscape irrigation from both the Dry Creek and the 

Pleasant Grove wastewater treatment plants. In addition to these water supply sources, supplemental water 

is available to the City from other agencies through system interties. Interties are connections between 

existing distribution systems that can be used to deliver water between districts in the event of water 

treatment plant or conveyance system disruptions (City of Roseville 2012). The City’s water supply sources 

are described in detail below.  

City of Roseville Surface Water Supplies  

The City’s water demand in 2010 was 30,342 acre-feet per year (afy)(3,742 hectare-meters per year [hmy]). 

The City projects that future growth, including the Proposed Action, will increase the annual demand to 

63,629 acre-feet (7,849 hmy) by 2030 (City of Roseville 2009).  

The City’s current surface water supply is American River water diverted from Folsom Reservoir. The City 

has three surface water contract entitlements for the American River, through which it can receive up to 

66,000 afy (8,141 hmy). The City maintains a contract entitlement with the United States Bureau of 

Reclamation (BoR) for 32,000 afy (3,947 hmy) of Central Valley Project (CVP) supplies. The City’s contract 

with PCWA allows for 30,000 afy (3,700 hmy) of American River Middle Fork Project water conveyed 

through BoR facilities at Folsom Reservoir. Lastly, the City has a current contract with San Juan Water 

District for 4,000 afy (493 hmy). The San Juan Water District supply is a normal or wet year supply and is 

served from part of San Juan Water District’s contract with PCWA for 25,000 afy (3,084 hmy) of Middle Fork 

Project water, also served from Folsom Reservoir (City of Roseville 2012).  

The American River, from which the City draws its surface water, is one of two major tributaries of the 

Sacramento River. The Feather River is the second major tributary. Based on historic data from 1905 through 

2003, the average annual flow in the American River at Fair Oaks (U.S. Geological Survey [USGS] Station No. 

11446500) is approximately 2.7 million afy (333,040 hmy) (City of Roseville 2010a). Folsom Reservoir is the 

largest reservoir in the American River basin, with a maximum storage capacity of approximately 

977,000 acre-feet (120,511 hectare-meters) and a maximum depth of 466 feet (142 meters) above mean sea 

level (msl). The Folsom Reservoir is owned and operated by the Bureau of Reclamation (BoR) for the Central 

Valley Project (CVP) (City of Roseville 2010a). The CVP provides water supply to meet in-basin needs and 

exports for areas south of the Delta. The CVP is a multipurpose project operated by BoR that stores and 
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transfers water from the Sacramento River, San Joaquin River, and Trinity River basins to the Sacramento, 

San Joaquin, and Santa Clara valleys. The CVP was authorized by Congress in 1937, and operates as an 

integrated system to serve water supply, hydropower generation, flood control, navigation, fish and wildlife, 

recreation, and water quality control purposes. The CVP manages and stores approximately 9 million acre-

feet (1.1 million hectare-meters) of water and annually delivers approximately 7 million acre-feet 

(860,000 hectare-meters) of water for agricultural, urban, and wildlife use. Of this water, about 5 million acre-

feet (600,000 hectare-meters) is for farms, approximately 600,000 acre-feet (74,000 hectare-meters) is for 

municipal and industrial uses, 800,000 acre-feet (99,000 hectare-meters) is for fish and wildlife and their 

habitat, and 410 acre-feet (51 hectare-meters) is for state and federal wildlife refuges and wetlands 

(BoR 2011).  

The City is a signatory to the Water Forum Agreement. The Water Forum represents diverse water, 

government, business, agricultural, and environmental interests in most of the County of Sacramento and 

the cities within the County, the City, and western portions of Placer and El Dorado counties. The Water 

Forum developed a program known as the Water Forum Agreement. Elements in the Water Forum 

Agreement describe how the stakeholders will manage groundwater, surface water diversions, dry year 

water supplies, water conservation, and protection of the Lower American River. The City is entitled to 

66,000 afy of surface water from the American River but the City’s agreement includes a limitation on the 

diversion from the American River in both wet and dry years. The City agreed to limit diversions under its 

American River supply contracts to no more than 54,900 afy (6,770 hmy) in normal/wet years, and no more 

than 39,800 afy (4,910 hmy) during the driest and critically dry years. Through an agreement with San Juan 

Water District, the City increased its normal/wet year water supplies by an additional 4,000 afy (500 hmy), 

for a total normal/wet year supply of 58,900 afy (7,260 hmy) (City of Roseville 2012). 

Regional Groundwater  

The project and alternative sites are located in the North American River Groundwater Sub-basin, which 

underlies northern Sacramento, southern Sutter, and western Placer counties. The Sub-basin is a component 

of the larger Sacramento Valley Groundwater Basin (see Section 3.10, Hydrology and Water Quality). The 

Sub-basin is bounded by the Bear River on the north, the Feather River and Sacramento Rivers on the west, 

the American River on the south, and by the Sierra Nevada Range on the east. Specifically, the eastern Sub-

basin boundary is a north-south line extending from the Bear River south to Folsom Reservoir. The Sub-

basin encompasses approximately 548 square miles (1,419 square kilometers) (MWH 2007). 

According to Department of Water Resources (DWR) Bulletin 118-3, the sub-basin is composed of several 

systems of water-bearing deposits. The upper unconfined aquifer system consists of the Riverbank and 

Turlock Lake/Laguna formations and the lower semi-confined aquifer system consists primarily of the 

Mehrten formation. These two systems constitute the major water producing aquifers in the region 

(MWH 2007). The upper aquifer system extends to depths ranging from 1,000 to 1,500 feet (305 to 

457 meters) below sea level. The quality of water from the upper system is typically good. Water extracted 

from the lower aquifer system contains low concentrations of iron, manganese, and arsenic, though is 

typically poor in quality because it is high in salinity (MWH 2007).  



 3.15 Utilities and Service Systems  

Impact Sciences 3.15-4 Westbrook Draft EIS 

USACE #200500938  May 2013 

Historically, the upper aquifer system has been pumped for agricultural use, and the lower, semi-confined 

portion of the aquifer has been used for urban water supply (City of Roseville 2010a). According to the 

PCWA’s Groundwater Storage Study of the Placer County groundwater basin, the sustainable safe yield for 

the western Placer County portion of the Sub-basin is approximately 95,000 afy (11,718 hmy). Note that this 

number is not static and varies with conditions in the basin. Total groundwater usage from agricultural and 

urban demands in western Placer County was about 97,000 afy (11,965 hmy) in 2003 (Placer County Water 

Agency 2006). Under these pumping conditions, the groundwater levels at the southern end of the basin 

have been stable since about 1982 and the levels have risen slightly at the northern end of the basin, 

indicating that 97,000 afy (11,965 hmy) is also within the safe yield of the basin. These groundwater levels 

indicate that groundwater pumping is currently in balance with the natural groundwater recharge rate. This 

is attributed to the conversion of agricultural lands to urban uses over the past several decades. With the 

land conversions, pumping demands have decreased, especially when heavy pumping uses such as rice 

farming have been taken out of production. It is expected that basin pumping demands will continue to 

decrease over time as urban development increases in the area (City of Roseville 2010a).  

Under natural conditions, groundwater recharge results from infiltration of precipitation (rain and snow). 

The rate and quantity of water reaching the saturation zone depends on factors that include the amount and 

duration of precipitation, soil type, moisture content of the soil, and vertical permeability of the unsaturated 

zone (City of Roseville 2010a). Soils containing hardpan occupy over half the valley on the east side of the 

Sacramento River (which includes the project site) and these hardpans severely restrict downward 

movement of water. Groundwater recharge to the Sub-basin system therefore occurs mostly where extensive 

sand and gravel deposits exist, particularly along the Feather, Bear, American, and Sacramento River 

channels. Other sources of recharge within the area include deep percolation associated with applied 

irrigation water and precipitation, as well as from smaller streams that bisect the region (i.e., Auburn Ravine 

and Coon Creek). The U.S. Geologic Survey (USGS) estimates that 1.6 percent of the total natural recharge in 

the Sacramento Valley basin can be attributed to the Placer County sub-basin area (City of Roseville 2010a).  

City of Roseville Groundwater Supply  

The City plans to use groundwater for short-term back-up supply during dry years. The Water Forum 

Agreement recognizes the City’s extraction of up to 6,600 afy (814 hmy) of groundwater during the drier and 

driest1 hydrologic years (Water Forum 2000). The City also recently approved a program for aquifer storage 

and recovery (ASR) that would increase the basin’s reliability (City of Roseville 2012). The ASR program 

allows the City to store potable water in the aquifer for use when needed. Under the program, the City 

would be allowed to inject surface water into the aquifer during wet years or during the rainy season. 

During drought conditions, the City would be able to pump stored groundwater if back-up supplies are 

needed (City of Roseville 2012). The City has been working with the Central Valley Regional Water Quality 

Control Board and other state agencies in refining its ASR program. Prior to this pilot program for ASR, the 

                                                        
1 As it applies to the City of Roseville's portion of the Water Forum Agreement, “drier years” are years when the 

projected March through November Unimpaired Inflow to Folsom Reservoir is less than 950,000 acre feet and 

greater than or equal to 400,000 acre-feet. The Water Forum Agreement defines “driest years” as years when the 

projected March through November Unimpaired Inflow to Folsom Reservoir is less than 400,000 acre-feet. 



 3.15 Utilities and Service Systems  

Impact Sciences 3.15-5 Westbrook Draft EIS 

USACE #200500938  May 2013 

last time the City relied on groundwater was during drought conditions experienced in 1991 (City of 

Roseville 2012).  

In addition, the City worked with the City of Lincoln, the Placer County Water Agency, and the California 

American Water Company to complete the Western Placer Groundwater Management Plan (GMP). The 

GMP was prepared in an effort to maintain a safe, sustainable, and high-quality groundwater resource to 

meet backup, emergency, and peak demands within a zone of the North American River Groundwater Sub-

basin (City of Roseville 2012). 

The City’s current groundwater well facilities are capable of delivering approximately 12,000 afy (1,480 hmy) 

of water supply if run full time, which is the equivalent of approximately 33 acre-feet (4 hectare- meters) per 

day. Note that these wells are maintained primarily for back-up water supply and to improve water supply 

reliability during drought and emergency conditions. The City anticipates it will construct additional wells 

to support its ASR program. If these new wells are built, the City’s groundwater facilities would allow for 

delivery of up to 46 acre-feet (5.7 hectare-meters) per day or 16,790 afy (2,071 hmy) if run on a continuous 

basis (City of Roseville 2012). Because the City uses groundwater for back-up conditions such as drought, it 

is expected that the wells would not be run on a continuous basis but would more likely be run on a short 

term or intermittent basis to supplement water supply needs (City of Roseville 2010a).  

City of Roseville Water Treatment and Distribution 

The City’s water distribution system includes raw (untreated) water facilities that deliver surface water 

supplies to the City’s water treatment plant (WTP) and the potable water facilities that deliver potable water 

to the City’s water customers (City of Roseville 2010a). In addition to the potable water system, the City also 

operates a recycled water distribution system that is described in Recycled Water, below.  

Raw Water Facilities 

Raw water facilities consist of both infrastructure owned and operated by the BoR and infrastructure owned 

and operated by the City. BoR facilities include an 84-inch (213-centimeter [cm]) intake pipeline and 

pumping plant. The pumping plant has sufficient capacity for San Juan Water District, City, and portions of 

the City of Folsom. The City’s pumping capacity limits are 150 cubic feet (4 cubic meters) per second, which 

is 96.9 million gallons per day (mgd), or 366.8 million liters per day (mld). Once through the pumping 

station, water is conveyed through an 84-inch (213-cm) pipeline to the “Hinkel Y” where the flows to San 

Juan Water District and the City are split. Raw water for the City then flows through parallel raw water 

pipelines to the City’s WTP (City of Roseville 2010a).  

Water Treatment Plant 

The City operates a 100-mgd WTP, located on Barton Road in the Granite Bay community of Placer County. 

Raw water treatment consists of these primary processes: flocculation/sedimentation, clarification, filtration, 

and disinfection. Following these processes, the treated water is fluoridated prior to distribution to water 

customers. Peak demands of 58 mgd (220 mld) were experienced at the WTP in July of 2006 (City of 

Roseville 2010a).  
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Potable Water Facilities 

The City’s potable water supply system is composed of pipes, storage facilities, booster pumping stations, 

groundwater wells, and pressure regulating stations. Distribution piping in the City ranges from as large as 

66-inch (168-cm) diameter to as small as 4-inch (10-cm) diameter. The City has six storage tanks with a 

combined total storage capacity of 31 million gallons (mg) (117,000 cubic meters). Water storage is necessary 

in order to manage flow fluctuations on a daily basis, and to maintain sufficient storage to address 

emergency needs such as water main breaks and high water needs such as firefighting activities. The City 

currently has two pumping stations, with plans for a third to serve customers in the western portion of the 

City near the project site (City of Roseville 2010a). 

Recycled Water 

The City of Roseville, the South Placer Municipal Utility District, and Placer County are regional partners in 

the South Placer Wastewater Authority that oversees policies for funding regional wastewater and recycled 

water infrastructure. See subsection Affected Environment – Wastewater for more information about 

wastewater treatment. The City owns and operates two regional wastewater treatment facilities that produce 

recycled water. These treatment facilities are the Dry Creek Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) and the 

Pleasant Grove WWTP. Both plants produce recycled water that meets the state requirements (Title 22) for 

non-potable reuse (City of Roseville 2010a). The regional recycled water system currently delivers 

approximately 3,000 afy (370 hmy) of recycled water to parks, streetscapes, and golf course customers. Of 

this amount, approximately 2,040 afy (252 hmy) are for non-industrial customers located within the City. The 

City anticipates expanding the recycled water system to deliver approximately 3,825 afy (472 hmy) to 

customers within City limits to meet demands from growth under the general plan (City of Roseville 2009). 

Recycled water for the Proposed Action would be provided from the Pleasant Grove WWTP. Recycled water 

is used to supplement City water supply needs and is used as irrigation water for parks, golf courses, 

landscape medians, and corridors and for industrial cooling at the Roseville Energy Park (City of Roseville 

2010a). 

Water Supply Reliability 

Water supply is vulnerable to seasonal and climatic shortages, which affect snowpack and river flows. The 

snowpack from the Sierra Nevadas provides as much as 65 percent of California's water supply, including 

the Sacramento and American Rivers, by accumulating snow during the winter and releasing it slowly 

during springs and summers. Warmer temperatures due to climate change will cause snow to melt faster 

and earlier, making it more difficult to store and use. It is anticipated that less snowpack will be available for 

use in the future. Climate change is also expected to result in more variable weather patterns throughout 

California. More variability can lead to longer and more severe droughts (California Department of Water 

Resources 2011).  
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The City has firm surface water contract amounts to ensure that proper supplies are maintained for the 

residences and businesses relying on its water supply. The City estimates that during normal/wet years, the 

City has sufficient surface water to meet its customers’ needs through buildout of the current General Plan 

(City of Roseville 2006). This is based on a continued commitment to regional planning for water supplies, 

ongoing conservation efforts, and additional recycled water use for landscaping. Using more than 70 years of 

historical hydrologic data from the American River, an analysis was performed as part of the Water Forum 

Agreement that concluded that the City’s contract surface water supply would be available pursuant to the 

City’s purveyor-specific Water Forum Agreement (City of Roseville 2010a).  

In times of drought, the City utilizes recycled water, groundwater, and implements conservation strategies 

to reduce its total water demand. It is expected that if the supply were to be reduced due to shortage, 

consistent with reductions identified in the Water Forum Agreement, existing surface water supply, coupled 

with conservation and groundwater use will be sufficient to meet Citywide demands (City of Roseville 

2010a).  

The City’s water conservation strategies are codified in the Roseville Municipal Code. Under the Roseville 

Water Conservation and Drought Mitigation Ordinance (Municipal Code Chapter 14.09), the City has 

authority to declare water shortage conditions and implement drought related conservation measures. The 

City initiates this process by declaring the drought stage (Stage One through Stage Five) and imposing the 

appropriate and corresponding drought response measures depending on the severity of the drought. For 

example, Stage One prohibits washing of streets, driveways, sidewalks, and parking lots and places 

restrictions on vehicle washing, and serving water in restaurants. Stage Two includes additional measures 

on landscape irrigation. Stage Three, Four, and Five drought restrictions are imposed depending on the 

severity of the drought. The City can initiate use of groundwater during these stages (City of Roseville 

2010a).  

Placer County Water Agency Water Supplies  

It is anticipated that the alternative site would be served by the PCWA. The PCWA service area is divided 

into five zones for the provision of treated and raw water. The alternative site is located in Zone 1. 

PCWA has several sources of surface water supply entitlements available for use in western Placer County. 

The first is a surface water supply contract with Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E) for 100,400 afy (12,384 hmy) of 

Yuba/Bear River water that is delivered through Pacific Gas & Electric's Drum Spaulding hydro system. This 

has been PCWA’s primary source of supply for Zone 1 since PCWA began retailing water in 1968. The term 

of this contract is to 2013 but PCWA expects the contract to be renewed after the expiration of the present 

term. This source of water has a high reliability during normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry years. This 

supply source is subject to 25 percent deficiencies during multiple-dry years and 50 percent deficiencies 

during a single driest year (PCWA 2006a; PCWA 2006b; PCWA 2011).  

PCWA’s second source of surface water for consumptive use is its Middle Fork Project (MFP) water rights. 

The MFP reservoirs have 340,000 afy (41,938 hmy) of storage capacity. However, pursuant to agreements 

with the United States Bureau of Reclamation (BoR), PCWA is limited to a maximum consumptive use of 

120,000 afy (14,802 hmy) from this source. PCWA’s MFP water rights provide that this water supply may be 
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diverted from the American River at either Auburn Reservoir or at Folsom Reservoir. Modeling indicates 

that this source is reliable even during a severe dry year (PCWA 2006a; PCWA 2006b; PCWA 2011). 

PCWA’s third source of surface water is its Central Valley Project (CVP) Municipal and Industrial water 

supply contract with the Bureau of Reclamation (BoR). This contract is for 35,000 afy (4,317 hmy). This 

supply is subject to 25 percent deficiencies during single-dry and multiple-dry years. This water was 

originally to be provided to PCWA at Auburn Reservoir but the contract as amended now provides for its 

diversion at Folsom Dam. The PCWA does not own or control facilities that are capable of conveying the 

contracted water from Folsom Dam to Zone 1. Therefore, the availability of the water supply is affected. An 

additional point of diversion at Auburn will likely be required (PCWA 2006a; PCWA 2006b; PCWA 2011).  

PCWA holds four pre-1914 appropriative water rights for diversion of water from various small creeks and 

their tributaries in western Placer County. PCWA has diverted an average of 3,400 afy (419 hmy) which is 

assumed to be a part of long-term water supply (PCWA 2011). 

PCWA’s most recent policy documents identify as a long-term water source a 35,000 afy (4,317 hmy) 

diversion at the Sacramento River in accordance with the Water Forum Agreement, dated January 2000 

(PCWA 2011). Although substantial amounts of work were done on a Draft EIR/EIS for this water supply in 

the middle of the last decade, this work was put on hold temporarily when the real estate market slowdown 

occurred in 2008 and 2009. This effort will be revived when demand for the water at issue becomes more 

imminent as the real estate economy recovers.  

The total surface water supply available to the western Placer County area (Zone 1 & Zone 5) is 223,800 afy 

(27,605 hmy) of permanent supply in normal years. PCWA is pursuing new surface water supplies and by 

2040 will increase the supply available to the western Placer County area (Zones 1 & 5) to 263,889 afy 

(32,550 hmy) of permanent supply in normal years, including approximately 9,000 afy (1,110 hmy) of 

recycled water (PCWA 2011). Out of the permanent supply, the PCWA has contracted to deliver up to 

25,000 afy (3,084 hmy) to the San Juan Water District for use within the Placer County portion of its service 

area and up to 30,000 afy (3,700 hmy) to the City of Roseville. PCWA has also contracted to deliver up to 

29,000 afy (3,577 hmy) to Sacramento Suburban Water District for groundwater stabilization in the district's 

service area, but only when the supply is in excess of the needs of Placer County. Therefore, during dry years 

the contract with the Sacramento Suburban Water District is considered to be zero (PCWA 2006a; PCWA 

2006b; PCWA 2011). 

The total western area water demand in 2010 was approximately 143,910 afy (17,751 hmy) which included 

the commitments to the San Juan Water District, the Sacramento Suburban Water District, and the City of 

Roseville (PCWA 2011). 

PCWA owns and operates four water treatment plants (WTPs) in Zones 1 and 2, two of which serve the 

lower portion of Zone 1: Foothill and Sunset. The Foothill and Sunset WTPs serve the western portion of 

Zone 1. The Foothill WTP is located east of Interstate 80 in Newcastle, south of Auburn. The Foothill WTP 

completed an upgrade during the summer of 2005 that increased the plant’s capacity to 55 million gallons 

per day (mgd) (208 million liters per day [mld]). The Sunset WTP, located in Rocklin near Clover Valley 

Creek, has a treatment capacity of 8 mgd (20 mld). PCWA is planning to construct a new WTP in the 
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Newcastle and Ophir area with a proposed capacity of 30 mgd (114 mld). PCWA also intends to pursue an 

additional 35,000 afy (4,317 hmy) capacity for a new plant near Elverta Road to treat water diverted from the 

Sacramento River in accordance with the Water Forum Agreement, dated January 2000 (PCWA 2011).  

3.15.2.2 Wastewater  

The City would be the wastewater service provider for the project site and the alternative site. The City is a 

participant in the South Placer Wastewater Authority, along with South Placer Municipal Utility District and 

Placer County. The South Placer Wastewater Authority oversees policy for funding regional wastewater 

infrastructure. The City owns and operates two regional wastewater treatment facilities on behalf of the 

regional partners.  

The City’s wastewater collection system includes both gravity sewer lines and lift stations with associated 

force mains. The closest wastewater collection system to service the project area is located within the City’s 

West Roseville Specific Plan. 

Wastewater from the City is currently treated at two regional wastewater treatment facilities. Both facilities 

are City owned and operated. The Dry Creek WWTP is located on Booth Road, along Dry Creek, in the 

southwestern portion of the City. The second plant, Pleasant Grove WWTP, is located on the east side of 

Westbrook Boulevard, south of the Roseville Energy Park (City of Roseville 2010a). 

The Pleasant Grove WWTP would serve the project site and alternative site. The WWTP currently treats 

approximately 7 mgd (26 mld) of average dry weather flow (ADWF) with approximately 4 mgd (15 mld) 

coming from the City. The WWTP provides tertiary-level treatment through the process of screening, grit 

removal, extended aeration, secondary clarification, filtration, chlorination, and dechlorination. The plant 

provides full nitrification and de-nitrification, as well as produces recycled water that meets Title 22 

regulations for full, unrestricted use. The WWTP is presently authorized to discharge treated effluent into 

Pleasant Grove Creek under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit No. 

CA0084573 adopted on June 12, 2008. Under this permit the Pleasant Grove WWTP can discharge an ADWF 

of 12 mgd (45 mld) increasing to a permitted ADWF discharge of 15 mgd (57 mld) upon completion of 

additional treatment facilities.  

Current flow data from the Pleasant Grove WWTP indicate the ADWF is 7 mgd (26 mld). The Systems 

Evaluation report provides estimates of flow to the WWTP at buildout of the 2005 Service Area Boundary for 

South Placer Wastewater Authority, as well as at buildout of the ultimate service area boundary. At buildout 

of the 2005 boundary, wastewater flows (included rezones) are anticipated to be 16.52 mgd (62.54 mld) 

ADWF (RMC 2009) for the Pleasant Grove WWTP. Under the ultimate Service Area boundary (the current 

2005 Service Area plus anticipated Urban Growth Areas), the ADWF is estimated at 25.67 mgd (97.17 mld) 

(RMC 2009). The WWTP would need to be expanded to meet this future demand. The project site and 

alternative site are included within the anticipated South Placer Wastewater Authority ultimate Service Area 

boundary. 
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3.15.2.3 Solid Waste  

Solid waste generated in the City and western Placer County is collected, hauled, and delivered to the 

Western Placer Waste Management Authority for processing and disposal. The Western Placer Waste 

Management Authority is a regional agency composed of the cities of Roseville, Rocklin, and Lincoln, and 

Placer County through a joint powers agreement for solid waste management. The Western Placer Waste 

Management Authority owns and operates the Materials Recovery Facility (MRF) and the Western Regional 

Sanitary Landfill (Regional Landfill). The MRF and the Regional Landfill are located on 320 acres 

(130 hectares) at the southwestern corner of Athens Avenue and Fiddyment Road in Placer County, and are 

approximately 3 miles (5 kilometers) north of the project site, or 1 mile (1.6 kilometers) from the alternative 

site.  

In compliance with the City’s Municipal Code, Section 9.17.050, all construction and demolition debris, 

generated within the City must be delivered to the Western Placer Waste Management Authority’s facilities 

for recycling or disposal. Collection of solid waste within the City is managed by the City's Environmental 

Utilities Department.  

The majority of solid waste collected from within the service area is first delivered to the MRF for processing. 

The MRF, which opened in 1995, receives, separates, processes, and markets recyclable materials removed 

from delivered solid waste. The MRF has a mixed waste processing capacity of 2,200 tons (1,996 metric tons) 

per day and a permitted vehicle capacity of 1,014 vehicles per day. In addition to processing mixed solid 

waste, the MRF includes a green waste composting facility. The composting facility has an annual processing 

capacity of 75,000 cubic yards (57,342 cubic meters). Based on an average density of 0.8 ton (0.7 metric ton) 

per cubic yard, this equates to an annual processing capacity of approximately 6,000 tons (5443 metric tons) 

(City of Roseville 2010a). 

In calendar year 2008, the MRF processed an average of 487 vehicles per day and received an average of 

1,076 tons (976 metric tons) of waste per weekday. Of this amount, 831 tons (754 metric tons) consisted of 

mixed solid waste, 192 tons (174 metric tons) consisted of source-separated green waste; the remainder 

consisted of wood waste and other source-separated recyclables. During the same period, the Western Placer 

Waste Management Authority received and processed a total of 54,548 tons (49,485 metric tons) of source-

separated green waste at its composting facility (City of Roseville 2010a). 

The Regional Landfill is a Class II/III municipal solid waste (non-hazardous) landfill. It is permitted to accept 

1,900 tons (1,724 metric tons) of waste per day and 624 vehicles per day. In 2008, the Regional Landfill 

received an average of 932 tons (845 metric tons) and 130 vehicles per weekday. The Regional Landfill has a 

total capacity of 36,350,000 cubic yards (27,791,569 cubic meters). As of July 1, 2009, a total of 10,911,366 cubic 

yards (8,342,338 cubic meters) have been disposed at the landfill, leaving a remaining capacity of 25,438,634 

cubic yards (19,449,231 cubic meters). Under current projected development conditions, the landfill has a 

projected lifespan extending through 2042 (City of Roseville 2010a). 
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3.15.2.4 Electricity and Natural Gas 

Electricity Supply 

The City purchases wholesale electrical power from both the Western Area Power Administration (WAPA), 

which is generated by the federal government’s CVP, and from other members of the Northern California 

Power Agency, a joint powers agency, and distributes it through transmission and distribution lines. In 

addition, up to 40 percent of the City’s power is generated at the City-owned Roseville Energy Park. The 

Roseville Energy Park is a 160 megawatt natural gas fired power plant that utilizes a combined cycle gas 

turbine technology (City of Roseville 2010a). 

Roseville Electric provides electrical service to customers within the West Roseville Specific Plan area and is 

anticipated to be the service provider for the project site (City of Roseville 2010a). The nearest Roseville 

Electric substation to the project site is the Fiddyment Substation, located near the intersection of Fiddyment 

Road and Pleasant Grove Boulevard. The nearest Roseville Electric substation to the alternative site is the 

Industrial Substation, located near the intersection of Industrial Avenue and Galilee Way. In addition, a 

45-megawatt simple cycle natural gas fired peaking facility operated by Roseville Electric is also located in 

the southeastern corner of the alternative site. 

In 2008, the annual electrical consumption in the City’s service area was approximately 1,303,838 mega-watt 

hours. By the year 2025, the electrical consumption is expected to rise to 1,549,739 mega-watt hours. The 

peak demand for electricity for the City in July 2008 was approximately 336 megawatts (City of Roseville 

2010a). 

Transmission 

Roseville Electric has a 60-kilovolt (kV) transmission line that extends south from Pleasant Grove Boulevard 

in the West Roseville Specific Plan along the future Westbrook Boulevard to the WAPA transmission 

corridor, where it then turns east to Fiddyment Road to connect to the electrical substation on Fiddyment 

Road. 

Roseville Electric has a 60 kV transmission line that extends along the southern portion of the alternative site. 

The transmission line enters in the southeastern portion of the alternative site and ties the peaking facility 

into the City’s 60 kV distribution system before proceeding west along the southern boundary. 

Natural Gas 

PG&E would provide natural gas to both the project site and the alternative site upon request and in 

accordance with the rules and tariffs of the California Public Utilities Commission. A PG&E 10-inch steel 

high-pressure natural gas distribution feeder main was recently extended north up Fiddyment Road 

adjacent to the project site, west on Pleasant Grove Boulevard, and then north up Westbrook Boulevard in 

the West Roseville Specific Plan area to serve the new Roseville Energy Plant. It operates at a maximum 

allowable operating pressure of 500 pounds (227 kilograms) per square inch gauge (City of Roseville 2010a). 

A PG&E 6-inch natural gas distribution feeder is also located north of Sunset Boulevard on the alternative 

site. As discussed in Section 3.9, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, PG&E plans to construct a 30-inch 
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(76-centimeter) diameter, 40-mile-long (64-kilometer-long) natural gas pipeline to serve the southern 

Sacramento Valley region, including the project site. The pipeline project was approved in 2009 and 

construction of the segment along Baseline Road is currently anticipated to commence in 2015. 

3.15.3 REGULATORY FRAMEWORK – APPLICABLE LAWS, REGULATIONS, 

PLANS, AND POLICIES 

3.15.3.1 Water Laws, Regulations, Plans, and Policies 

Federal  

Federal/State Coordinated Operations Agreement 

The CVP is operated by the BoR and the State Water Project (SWP) is operated by the California Department 

of Water Resources (DWR). The CVP and SWP rely on the Sacramento River and the Delta as common 

conveyance facilities. DWR’s primary storage facility is Oroville Dam on the Feather River. Reservoir 

releases and Delta exports must be coordinated so that both the CVP and SWP are able to retain their portion 

of the shared water and also jointly share in the obligations to protect beneficial uses. The CVP and SWP 

operate under a Coordinated Operations Agreement (COA). 

The COA defines the rights and responsibilities of the CVP and SWP regarding water needs of the 

Sacramento River system and the Delta and includes obligations for in-basin uses, accounting, and real-time 

coordination of water obligations of the two projects. A CVP/SWP apportionment of 75/25 is implemented to 

meet in-basin needs under balanced Delta conditions, and a 55/45 ratio is in effect for excess flow conditions. 

The COA contains considerable flexibility in the manner with which Delta conditions in the form of flow 

standards, water quality standards, and export restrictions are met. 

The operation of CVP/SWP is described in a document known as the Operations Criteria and Plan (OCAP). 

As updated in 2004, the OCAP provides a detailed description of the coordinated operations of the CVP and 

SWP based on historical data and serves as a starting point for planning project operations in the future. 

Under the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA), the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 

produced a formal Biological Opinion analyzing the impact of OCAP implementation on ESA-listed species 

(including the delta smelt) (USFWS 2005). In effect, the ESA authorizes USFWS to require changes to the 

OCAP for the protection of the delta smelt and other federally listed species. 

In 2005, USFWS issued a Biological Opinion for OCAP, and concluded that CVP/SWP operations did not 

jeopardize delta smelt populations (USFWS File Number 1-1-05-F-0055). However, that opinion was 

invalidated by a federal court (Natural Resources Defense Council v. Kempthorne 2007). USFWS was ultimately 

ordered to revise its Biological Opinion. The court also severely restricted CVP and SWP pumping in the 

Delta pending the USFWS’s completion of the new Biological Opinion (Natural Resources Defense Council v. 

Kempthorne 2007). Those restrictions took effect in December 2007. 
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In December 2008, USFWS released a new Biological Opinion, which concluded that CVP and SWP 

operations would jeopardize the continued existence of Endangered delta smelt (USFWS 2008). USFWS 

further detailed a Reasonable and Prudent Alternative to the proposed OCAP protocol that would, 

according to USFWS, protect the delta smelt and its habitat from the adverse effects of pumping operations. 

The Reasonable and Prudent Alternative would restrict Delta pumping operations and would thus limit 

deliveries of water to CVP/SWP contractors south of the Delta. In June 2009 the National Marine Fisheries 

Service (NMFS) of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) also released a Biological 

Opinion on the revised OCAP that concluded that CVP and SWP operations would jeopardize the continued 

existence of several Threatened and Endangered species under its jurisdiction and requested changes to 

protect ESA listed species, including Endangered Sacramento River winter-run Chinook salmon, Threatened 

Central Valley spring-run Chinook salmon, Threatened Central Valley steelhead, and Threatened Southern 

Distinct Population Segment (DPS) of North American green sturgeon and Southern Resident killer whales 

(NMFS 2009). The Reasonable and Prudent Alternative developed in connection with this Biological Opinion 

would restrict Delta pumping operations, impose Shasta Reservoir storage targets to achieve water 

temperature requirements in the Sacramento River below Keswick Dam, impose lower American River flow 

standards, require modified Delta Cross Channel operations, and limit reverse Old and Middle River (OMR) 

flows. 

DWR issued an initial response to the 2009 NMFS/NOAA Biological Opinion on June 4, 2009. According to 

DWR, the 2009 Biological Opinion "reaffirms the need for a comprehensive solution to the water and 

environmental conflicts in the Delta." DWR's initial estimates show the average year impacts closer to 10 

percent, which could reduce Delta export on average by about 300,000 to 500,000 acre-feet (37,004 to 61,674 

hectare-meter), in addition to current pumping restrictions imposed by the 2008 Biological Opinion to 

protect the Delta smelt. Again, in cooperation with BoR, National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), U.S. Fish 

and Wildlife Service (USFWS), and the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), Department of 

Water Resources (DWR) developed new assumptions for implementation of both the USFWS Biological 

Opinion (December 15, 2008) and NMFS Biological Opinion (June 4, 2009) in CALSIM II. The USFWS 

Biological Opinion and NMFS Biological Opinion assumptions are included in Appendix A of the 2009 DWR 

Delivery Reliability Report.  

After issuance of the 2009 NMFS/NOAA Biological Opinion, on August 6, 2009, the SWP Contractors filed a 

lawsuit against the NMFS/NOAA challenging the 2009 Biological Opinion on federal ESA grounds. 

According to the complaint, the Biological Opinion failed to take into account many other factors 

contributing to the fish population decline, and failed to consider the impacts that the 2009 Biological 

Opinion would have on people, a requirement of NEPA. In addition, on August 28, 2009, the Coalition for a 

Sustainable Delta and Kern County Water Agency jointly filed suit against the NMFS/NOAA challenging the 

2009 Biological Opinion under the federal ESA. In the fall of 2011, the Eastern District of California 

invalidated and remanded the 2009 Biological Opinion. At the time of the writing of this document, that 
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order was on appeal in the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals.2 As with the NMFS Biological Opinion, the 

USFWS Biological Opinion was also set aside by the Eastern District Court and is on appeal before the Ninth 

Circuit. 

State 

SB 610 and SB 221 – Water Supply Assessments 

In 2001, the California Legislature passed Senate Bill 610 (Water Code Section 10910 et seq.) and Senate Bill 

221 (Water Code Section 66473.7) to improve the link between information on water supply availability and 

certain land use decisions made by cities and counties. SB 610 and SB 221 were companion measures which 

sought to promote more collaborative planning between local water suppliers and cities and counties. The 

City of Roseville prepared a Water Supply Assessment for the Proposed Action.  

Water Conservation Projects Act 

The State of California's requirements for water conservation are codified in the Water Conservation Projects 

Act of 1985 (Water Code Sections 11950-11954). As stated in Section 11952, it is the intent of the Legislature to 

encourage local agencies and private enterprise to implement potential water conservation and reclamation 

projects. 

Safe Drinking Water Quality Regulations 

The State Department of Public Health establishes primary and secondary Domestic Water Quality 

Standards for drinking water supplied by public water systems such as the City. The standards are required 

by state law to meet or exceed standards adopted by the U.S. EPA. Public water systems also must obtain a 

domestic water supply permit from Department of Public Health that must be amended to reflect changes to 

the water supply system. The City has obtained this permit. 

Recycled Water Regulations 

Department of Public Health regulations require that recycled water must be conveyed in a totally separate 

distribution system from the potable water supply. The City’s Water Utility is responsible for implementing 

a cross-connection program to ensure that future potable services are not accidentally connected to the 

recycled water system. Additionally, a public information program (including signage) is in place to notify 

the public of the use and location of recycled water application.  

                                                        
2  Governor Schwarzenegger and the California legislature prepared a package of bills aimed at ensuring a reliable 

water supply in the future, as well as restoring the Delta and other ecologically sensitive areas. The plan is 

composed of four policy bills and an $11.14 billion bond. The package establishes a Delta Stewardship Council, sets 

ambitious water conservation policy, ensures better groundwater monitoring, and provides funds for the State 

Water Resources Control Board for increased enforcement of illegal water diversions. The bond will fund, with local 

cost-sharing, drought relief, water supply reliability, Delta sustainability, statewide water system operational 

improvements, conservation and watershed protection, groundwater protection, and water recycling and water 

conservation programs. 
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Regional Water Quality Control Board - Recycled Water Master Reclamation Permit 

The recycled water distribution system operates under a Master Water Reclamation Permit (Order No. 97-

147) issued by the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). This permit contains specific 

prohibitions on the use of recycled water by the City, and places stringent water quality and treatment and 

disinfection standards on the City's recycled water. The permit prohibits the following: ponding of recycled 

water, recycled water seeping off the site where it is being applied, and/or entering waters of the state, unless 

expressly allowed by the permit. 

Regional and Local 

Water Forum Agreement 

The Water Forum Agreement is the result of the efforts of a diverse group of community stakeholders. The 

stakeholder group was formed in 1994 with the goal to formulate principles for developing solutions to meet 

future regional water supply needs. Participants in the Water Forum Agreement have developed two 

coequal objectives: 

 Provide a reliable and safe water supply for the region’s economic health and planned development 

to the year 2030. 

 Preserve the fishery, wildlife, recreational, and aesthetic values of the Lower American River. 

The stakeholder group has developed an integrated package of actions to meet these objectives. The 

elements of this package are: 

 Increase surface water diversions 

 Actions to meet customers’ needs while reducing diversion impacts on the lower American River in 

drier years 

 An improved pattern of fishery flow releases from Folsom Reservoir  

 Lower American River Habitat Management, which also addresses recreation in the lower American 

River  

 Water conservation  

 Groundwater management  

 Water Forum successor efforts 

Purveyor Specific Agreements have also been developed that describe in detail how each of the elements will 

be implemented by the respective purveyors. Purveyors included the City of Roseville, PCWA, San Juan 

Water District, and other regional water agencies. The Purveyor Specific Agreements are compiled into a 

Memorandum of Understanding that each stakeholder’s authorizing body has executed. In return for 

signing the final Water Forum Agreement, water purveyors receive regional support for water supply 

projects, including site-specific infrastructure development (Water Forum 2000).  
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City of Roseville Recycled Water Supply Policy 

It is the policy of the City to provide its Urban Growth Area3 with a maximum supply of recycled water 

equal to the amount of wastewater that is generated by the growth area during July average dry weather 

flow (ADWF) conditions. This supply is referred to as the “committed [recycled water] supply.” New 

growth areas such as the West Roseville area are required to provide storage facilities for recycled water 

(City of Roseville Ord. 4786 Section 1, 2009).  

Groundwater Management Plan 

The City, in participation with PCWA and the City of Lincoln, completed a SB 1938 and AB 3030 compliant 

groundwater management plan in August 2007 (MWH 2007). 

City of Roseville Water Conservation Ordinance 

In 1991, the City developed and adopted the Roseville Water Conservation and Drought Mitigation 

Ordinance as documented in the City’s Municipal Code Chapter 14.09. Under this ordinance, the City has 

authority to declare water shortage conditions and implement drought-related mitigation measures. 

In February 2008, the City adopted Ordinance 4629, which prohibits wasteful uses of water and provides 

tools for water conservation during droughts (City of Roseville Ordinance 4629 Section 14.09). 

3.15.3.2 Wastewater Laws, Regulations, Plans, and Policies 

Federal and State 

Clean Water Act NPDES Permits 

The National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit system was established by the Clean 

Water Act (33 USC. Section 1251 et seq. [1972]) to regulate municipal and industrial discharges to surface 

waters of the U.S. The discharge of pollutants, including wastewater, to surface waters is prohibited unless 

an NPDES permit has been issued to allow that discharge.  

The discharge of treated effluent from the Pleasant Grove WWTP to Pleasant Grove Creek is regulated under 

a NPDES permit issued by the RWQCB (NPDES No. CA0084573). The NPDES permit and the Waste 

Discharge Requirements (WDR) identify discharge prohibitions, effluent limitations, and monitoring and 

reporting requirements. Discharge limitations in the Pleasant Grove WWTP permit define allowable effluent 

concentrations for flow, biological oxygen demand (BOD), total suspended matter, residual chlorine, 

settleable matter, total coliform, oil and grease, and pH (a measure of acidity or alkalinity level). Limitations 

also encompass mineralization and toxicity to aquatic life. The permit includes stipulations for the disposal 

of solid materials, and limitations on impacts to receiving waters. The permit also specifies the sampling, 

monitoring, and reporting requirements for compliance with waste discharge regulations. The monitoring 

program entails sampling influent, effluent, and the receiving waters. The provisions of the NPDES permit 

and the WDR are enforceable through an order issued by the RWQCB or civil action. 

                                                        
3 The City’s Urban Growth Area is defined as future planning areas, including Specific Plan areas or other areas that 

have been annexed or are being considered for annexation.  
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State Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act 

The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (Water Code Section 13020) is California's statutory authority 

for the protection of water quality. Under the Porter-Cologne Act, the state must adopt water quality 

policies, plans, and objectives that will provide protection to the state's waters for the use and enjoyment of 

the people of California. In California, the SWRCB has authority and responsibility for establishing policy for 

water quality control issues for the State. Regional authority for planning, permitting, and enforcement is 

delegated to the nine RWQCBs. The Porter-Cologne Act authorizes the SWRCB and RWQCB to issue NPDES 

permits containing waste discharge requirements, and to enforce these permits. SWRCB and RWQCB 

regulations implementing the Porter-Cologne Act are included in Title 27 of the California Code of 

Regulations. 

General Waste Discharge Requirements (GWDRs) for Sanitary Sewer Systems 

The General Waste Discharge Requirements for Sanitary Sewer Systems (Order No. 2006-0003-DWQ) were 

adopted by the SWRCB in May 2006. These WDRs require local jurisdictions to develop a Sewer System 

Management Plan (SSMP) that addresses the necessary operation and emergency response plans to reduce 

sanitary sewer overflows. The WDRs require that the local jurisdiction approve the SSMP and the Roseville 

City Council approved the City’s SSMP on January 21, 2009. 

Local 

South Placer Wastewater Authority  

The South Placer Wastewater Authority is a joint powers authority formed to fund regional wastewater and 

recycled water facilities in southwestern Placer County for three partner agencies (the participants): the City 

of Roseville, the South Placer Municipal Utility District (SPMUD), and Placer County. The regional facilities 

funded by the South Placer Wastewater Authority thus far include recycled water facilities, trunk sewer 

lines, and two WWTPs. All three participants transmit wastewater to these WWTPs. South Placer 

Wastewater Authority also monitors compliance with operational criteria established in the Funding and 

Operations Agreements among the participants. 

The Funding Agreement outlines each participant’s responsibility for debt service on South Placer 

Wastewater Authority’s bonds and funding of regional facilities. The Operations Agreement documents 

maintenance and operations responsibilities for regional facilities (primarily the WWTPs) and establishes the 

City of Roseville as the owner and operator of the two WWTPs on behalf of the participants. 

The Operations Agreement also identifies a regional service area boundary, which delineates the area served 

by South Placer Wastewater Authority-funded regional facilities. Projects that require wastewater treatment 

using South Placer Wastewater Authority-funded regional facilities, especially projects outside the existing 

service area boundary, require appropriate environmental analyses. The South Placer Wastewater Authority 

Board considers the adequacy of the environmental documentation for such projects to ensure that regional 

facilities needs are met. Once that review has occurred, the participants may agree to modify the service area 

boundary identified in the Operations Agreement. 
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City of Roseville Municipal Code 

Section 14 of the City's Municipal Code contains regulations associated with sewer use, sewer rates and 

charges, and industrial wastewater. Chapter 14.26 prohibits discharge to a sanitary sewer of any pollutant or 

wastewater that would interfere with the operation or performance of the City's wastewater collection or 

treatment facilities. 

City of Roseville General Plan 

The City of Roseville General Plan contains goals and policies that are designed to ensure that residents have 

adequate wastewater service (City of Roseville 2010b). 

Goal 1: Participate in a cooperative regional approach to wastewater that adequately services 

planned growth within the City. 

Goal 2: Provide wastewater services to all existing and future Roseville development through the 

City’s wastewater utility. The provision of services by another provider may be considered 

when it is determined that such service is beneficial to the City and its utility customers or 

the provision of City services is not feasible. 

Goal 4: Meet State of California and EPA water quality standards for the discharge of treated 

wastewater, as well as meet State of California quality standards for the production of 

recycled water. 

Policy 2: Ensure adequate storm surge capacity at the wastewater treatment plants. 

Policy 3: Initiate upon 75 percent utilization of treatment plant capacity, expansion studies to 

determine necessary improvements to meet projected wastewater treatment demands. 

Policy 4: Ensure that wastewater treatment capacity is available and that wastewater generation is 

minimized. 

3.15.3.3 Solid Waste Laws, Regulations, Plans, and Policies 

Assembly Bill 939 

In 1989, Assembly Bill (AB) 939 (Public Resources Code Section 40051) established the organization, 

structure and mission of the California Integrated Waste Management Board, now known as the California 

Department of Resources, Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle). The purpose was to direct attention to the 

increasing waste stream and decreasing landfill capacity, and to mandate a reduction of waste being 

disposed in landfills. Jurisdictions were required by AB 939 to meet goals to divert 25 percent of solid waste 

from landfills by 1995 and 50 percent by the year 2000. The City achieved 66 percent diversion by 2006, while 

unincorporated Placer County achieved a diversion rate of 68 percent (Cal Recycle 2011).  

California Universal Waste Law 

This legislation went into effect in February 2006 (California Code of Regulations Title 22 Chapter 23). 

Universal wastes are a wide variety of hazardous wastes such as batteries, fluorescent tubes, and some 
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electronic devices, that contain mercury, lead, cadmium, copper, or other substances hazardous to human 

and environmental health. Universal waste may not be discarded in solid waste landfills, but instead are 

recyclable and (to encourage recycling and recovery of valuable metals) can be managed under less stringent 

requirements than those that apply to other hazardous wastes. 

City of Roseville General Plan and Zoning Ordinance 

As described previously, the City’s Source Reduction and Recycling Element is a part of the City’s General 

Plan, and contains includes goals and policies for solid waste disposal. Section 9.17 of the Municipal Code 

includes provision for refuse hauling and recycling. 

3.15.3.4 Electricity and Natural Gas Laws, Regulations, Plans and Policies 

Federal 

The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission regulates the transmission and sale of electricity in interstate 

commerce, licenses hydroelectric projects, and oversees related environmental matters. In 2006, the USEPA 

and Department of Energy co-sponsored the National Action Plan for Energy Efficiency (the Action Plan). 

The Action Plan presents policy recommendations for creating a sustainable, aggressive national 

commitment to energy efficiency through gas and electric utilities and partner organizations. As stated in the 

Action Plan, such a commitment could save many billions of dollars on energy bills over the next 10 to 

15 years and contribute to energy security and improvement the environment (U.S. Department of Energy 

and U.S. EPA 2006). Roseville Electric practices the principles of the Action Plan by implementing renewable 

energy program and offering incentives to reduce energy use. 

State 

Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations was amended in October 2005 to include new energy efficiency 

standards in response to the state’s energy crisis as well as AB 970, the California Energy and Reliability Act 

of 2000. The goal of these enactments is to improve the energy efficiency of residential and nonresidential 

buildings, minimize impacts during peak energy use periods, and reduce impacts on the state’s energy 

resources.  

Local 

The City currently encourages energy conservation by providing information regarding rebate programs for 

energy efficiency investments and education programs for residents and businesses. In recent years, the City 

has encouraged energy efficiency through its BEST (Blueprint for Energy Efficiency and Solar Technology) 

Homes program. BEST Homes bring together integrated rooftop solar electric generation technology, high 

energy efficiency, water efficiency, and shade trees as standard features in homes. Through BEST Homes, 

Roseville Electric is offering new home developers up to $8,600 in rebates for each participating dwelling 

unit (plus $30 per qualifying Shade Tree). The City proposes that up to 20 percent of all new home 

construction include high energy efficient integrated rooftop solar electric generation technology as a 

standard feature in homes. The City has numerous other programs that encourage energy conservation. 



 3.15 Utilities and Service Systems  

Impact Sciences 3.15-20 Westbrook Draft EIS 

USACE #200500938  May 2013 

3.15.4 SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS AND ANALYSIS METHODOLOY 

3.15.4.1 Significance Thresholds 

CEQ guidance requires an evaluation of a proposed action’s effect on the human environment. The USACE 

has determined that the Proposed Action or an alternative would have a significant effect on the human 

environment if it would: 

 Increase demand for utilities or service systems such that the existing facilities would not have 

adequate capacity to serve the Proposed Action or the alternative as well as the projected buildout of 

the surrounding area, and a substantial expansion of the service facilities would be required. 

With respect to cumulative impacts, the contribution of the Proposed Action or an alternative to a 

cumulative impact would be considered significant if the Proposed Action or an alternative would: 

 Increase the demand for water such that it requires the development of new sources of water. 

3.15.4.2 Analysis Methodology 

Potable Water Supply 

The potable water demand for the Proposed Action and alternatives was estimated utilizing unit water 

demand factors from the Water Supply Assessment prepared for the Westbrook Amendment to the Sierra 

Vista Specific Plan. These water factors are based on meter data from existing customers in Roseville. These 

factors were applied to the proposed land uses included in the Proposed Action and alternatives. Next 

estimated savings from planned water conservation measures were applied to arrive at the total demand for 

potable water. In calculating the water demand, a 2 percent factor was added to account for water system 

losses. Table 3.15-1 presents the estimated water demand for the Proposed Action and alternatives.  

 

Table 3.15-1 

Potable Water Demand at Buildout (Acre-Feet Per Year) 

 

Land Use No Action 

Proposed 

Action1  

Alt.1 

Reduced 

Footprint/ 

Increased 

Density 

Alt. 2 

Reduced 

Footprint

/Same 

Density 

Alt. 3 

Central 

Preserve 

Alt. 4 

One 

Acre 

Fill 

Alt. 5. 

Half 

Acre 

Fill Off-Site 

Water Demand 799 1,090 813 784 798 706 677 1,001 

2 Percent for Losses 16 22 16 16 16 14 14 20 

Total 815 1,112 829 800 814 720 691 1,021 

Conservation Measures 

Imposed 

-55 -178 -44 -49 -51 -43 -41 -55 

Net Water Demand 760 934 785 751 763 677 650 966 

    

Source: City of Roseville 2012; Mackay & Somps 2012 
1 Potable water demand for the Proposed Action was obtained from the WSA prepared for the Proposed Action. MacKay & Somps estimated 

potable water for the Proposed Action demand at 1,095 acre-feet per year, which is slightly higher than potable water demand estimate in the 

WSA. As the difference between the potable demand estimate in the WSA and the estimate provided by MacKay & Somps is not substantial, the 

estimate provided in the WSA was utilized in the analysis. 
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The USACE reviewed the water supply entitlements, water rights, and water service contracts held by the 

City of Roseville to determine the ability of the City to meet the Proposed Action and on-site alternatives’ 

future demands in conjunction with the future demand for the rest of the City at buildout of the 2025 

General Plan. Water demand under the Proposed Action or on-site alternatives plus buildout of the 2025 

General Plan was evaluated against supplies under normal/wet year and drought year scenarios. Water 

demand was also evaluated against reduced surface water supplies that could result from cutbacks per the 

Water Forum Agreement or from cutbacks instituted by BoR as a result of the OCAP. 

Groundwater 

The City of Roseville relies on groundwater as a back-up supply during drought years. The Water Supply 

Assessment prepared for the Proposed Action evaluated historical hydrologic data to determine the 

frequency of droughts in the region. The analysis then estimated the amount of groundwater that would be 

required if surface water supplies were reduced in accordance with the Water Forum Agreement or potential 

reductions from the OCAP.  

A groundwater impact analysis was prepared for Reason Farms Land Retirement Plan. The report simulated 

groundwater conditions using the North American River and Sacramento County Combined Integrated 

Groundwater and Surface Water Model (IGSM) (MWH 2003). Data from this study was also used to evaluate 

groundwater impacts of the Proposed Action and alternatives.  

Wastewater  

For wastewater treatment, the demand for treatment was calculated for the Proposed Action and compared 

to the capacity of the Pleasant Grove WWTP as well as to demand estimates included in the Systems 

Evaluation report. The Average Dry Weather flow that is used to evaluate treatment capacity impacts was 

estimated utilizing unit flow factors established in the System Evaluation report (RMC 2009). These unit flow 

factors were applied to the land uses under the Proposed Action and alternatives to estimate the volume of 

wastewater to be treated at the Pleasant Grove WWTP. Table 3.15-2, Average Dry Weather Flow at 

Buildout, below presents the estimated Average Dry Weather Flows for the Proposed Action and 

alternatives. 

 

Table 3.15-2 

Average Dry Weather Flow at Buildout (mgd) 
 

Alternative Total Average Dry Weather Flow 

No Action Alternative 0.281 

Proposed Action 0.392 

Alt. 1 – Reduced Footprint/ Increased Density Alternative 0.324 

Alt. 2 – Reduced Footprint/Same Density Alternative 0.268 

Alt. 3 – Central Preserve Alternative 0.269 

Alt. 4 – One Acre Fill Alternative 0.237 

Alt. 5 – Half Acre Fill Alternative 0.221 

Off-Site Alternative  0.327 

    

Source: Mackay & Somps 2012 
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Solid Waste  

In order to evaluate the Proposed Action or an alternative’s effects on solid waste disposal facilities, as a first 

step, the total tonnage of solid waste that would be generated was estimated based on generation rate of 

pounds per person per year. Solid waste generation rates were based on actual data obtained from City of 

Roseville records, data maintained by the Western Placer Waste Management Authority, and data 

maintained by CalRecycle. Table 3.15-3, Solid Waste Generation, Diversion and Disposal at Buildout, 

presents the estimated solid waste for the Proposed Action and alternatives. 

 

Table 3.15-3 

Solid Waste Generation, Diversion, and Disposal at Buildout 

 

Alternative 

Generation 

Diversion – 

Materials Recovery 

Facility 

Diversion – Direct 

Recycling Disposal in Landfill 

Tons per 

Year1 

Tons per 

Day 

Tons per 

Year3 

Tons per 

Day 

Tons per 

Year4 

Tons per 

Day 

Tons per 

Year2 

Tons per 

Day 

No Action 

Alternative 

8,386 23 4,067 11 2,260 6 2,058 6 

Proposed Action 11,305 31 3,047 8 2,775 8 5,483 15 

Alt. 1 – Reduced 

Footprint/ Increased 

Density Alternative  

10,531 29 2,8,39 8 2,585 7 5,108 14 

Alt. 2 – Reduced 

Footprint/Same 

Density Alternative 

7,828 21 2,110 6 1,921 5 3,797 10 

Alt. 3 – Central 

Preserve Alternative 

7,884 22 2,125 6 1,935 5 3,824 10 

Alt. 4 – One Acre Fill 

Alternative 

7,466 20 2,013 6 1,832 5 3,621 10 

Alt. 5 – One Half Fill 

Alternative 

6,998 19 1,886 5 1,718 5 3,394 9 

Off-Site Alternative 8,691 24 2,343 6 2,133 6 4,215 12 

    

Source: City of Roseville 2010a; Impact Sciences 2012 
1 Generation rate is 12.02 lbs/person/day 
2 Disposal rate is 5.83 lbs/person/day 
3 Materials Recovery Facility Diversion rate is 3.24 lbs/person/day 
4 Direct Recycling rate is 2.95 lbs/person/day 

 

The estimated tonnage was then compared to the processing capacity of the MRF and the remaining capacity 

of the landfill to determine whether additional capacity would be required.  
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Electricity, Natural Gas, and Telecommunication  

The existing and future infrastructure electricity, natural gas, and telecommunications facilities were 

evaluated in the Technical Dry Utilities Study for the Sierra Vista Specific Plan (Capitol Utility Specialists 

2009).  

3.15.5 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact UTIL-1 Availability of Water Supplies to Meet Demand 

No Action Alt. Development of the No Action Alternative would include residential, commercial, business 

professional, and school uses that would require water for drinking, bathing, commercial 

uses, etc. The direct effect related to water supply during construction would be less than 

significant. As demonstrated by the analysis presented below, the City’s water supply 

would be adequate to serve the No Action Alternative at buildout under both normal/wet 

year conditions and under drought conditions, and the indirect effect related to water 

supply would be less than significant. Mitigation is not required. 

Construction 

There would be a minimal demand for water during construction of the No Action 

Alternative. The water would be trucked onto the site and would be used primarily for 

dust abatement, such as watering of the roads. Therefore, the direct effect related to water 

supply during construction would be less than significant. Mitigation is not required. No 

indirect effects would occur. 

Operation 

The USACE estimates that the water demand for the No Action Alternative would be 

815 afy (101 hmy), without conservation but including system losses. With conservation 

measures, such as limiting the amount of turf in front yards and replacing turf with low 

water use plantings, smart irrigation controllers, and implementing systems to recirculate 

hot water, total potable water demand for the No Action Alternative would be 760 afy 

(94 hmy) at buil-out. See Table 3.15-1, Water Demand at Buildout.  

 The potable water demand for the City at General Plan buildout plus the No Action 

Alternative is estimated to be approximately 63,455 afy (7,827 hmy) (62,695 afy [7,733 hmy] 

+ 760 afy [94 hmy]). The No Action Alternative and new development in the City of 

Roseville would rely on recycled water for irrigation. A total of 4,462 afy (550 hmy) of 

recycled water is anticipated to be available at buildout of the City and the No Action 

Alternative. If recycled water available at buildout (approximately 4,462 afy [550 hmy]) is 

subtracted from the total demand of 63,455 afy (7,827 hmy), the net water demand would 

be 58,993 afy (7,277 hmy).  



 3.15 Utilities and Service Systems  

Impact Sciences 3.15-24 Westbrook Draft EIS 

USACE #200500938  May 2013 

 Wet Years 

In normal/wet years, the City’s American River supply of 58,900 afy (7,265 hmy), which is 

the amount allowed under the Water Forum Agreement, would not be sufficient to meet 

the projected demand associated with the buildout of the No Action Alternative and the 

rest of the City under the General Plan. When compared to the total projected potable 

water demand of 58,993 afy (7,277 hmy), demand exceeds supplies by 93 afy (0.4 hmy). 

However, buildout demands include 313 afy (39 hmy) of water reserved for potential 

future corporate centers. These future Corporate Center projects are not approved or 

pending projects, but hypothetical future projects that, if proposed and pursued by private 

interests, would likely be attractive to the City from an economic and fiscal standpoint. The 

City’s Environmental Utilities Department has identified reserve water for such possible 

future projects in order to be ready for one of them if and when they might be proposed. 

This water, however, is not formally allocated to such presently non-existent projects. This 

City proposes to reduce the corporate center reserve by 93 afy and allocate the water to the 

No Action Alternative so that supplies will equal demands in normal/wet years. As a 

result, enough water would be available to meet the shortfall under the No Action 

Alternative. Therefore, current supplies are reasonably certain to be sufficient to serve the 

No Action Alternative plus buildout under the City’s General Plan in wet years. 

 Drought Years 

During drought years, the City would be required to cut back its water supply pursuant to 

the Water Forum Agreement. In addition, as described in Subsection 3.15.3 above, the 

OCAP could be required to reduce the supply from CVP and SWP to the water purveyors 

in the region. The two scenarios are described below. 

Water Forum Scenario 

The Water Forum Agreement identifies three different water year types: normal or wet 

(normal/wet), drier, and driest. The Water Forum Agreement imposes limitations on the 

amount of water that can be diverted by the participants from the American River, 

depending on the type of water year and the stage of drought. As noted above, in a 

normal/wet year, the City has agreed to limit the amount of water it would divert from the 

American River for its use to 58,900 afy (7,265 hmy). In drier years, the amount of water 

available for diversion varies depending on the American River’s unimpaired inflow. 

Diversions would vary from a maximum of 58,900 afy (7,265 hmy) to a minimum of 

39,800 afy (4,909 hmy). In the driest (critically dry) years, the City has committed to 

limiting the amount of water diverted from the American River to no less than 39,800 afy 

(4,909 hmy) (City of Roseville 2010a). 

The following discussion examines the potential shortfalls in the City’s surface water 

supplies during dry years, based on 100 years of the hydrologic record of the American 

River. The City’s demand at buildout of the general plan (including the No Action 



 3.15 Utilities and Service Systems  

Impact Sciences 3.15-25 Westbrook Draft EIS 

USACE #200500938  May 2013 

Alternative) was compared to available supply from the American River during historical 

drier and driest years to estimate water shortfalls during historical drier and driest years. 

The demand was assumed for analysis to be equal to 58,900 afy (7,265 hmy); in reality as 

reported above, with the use of recycled water, it is estimated to be lower.  

The hydrologic record indicates that in the past 100 years, there were two critically dry 

years and 13 drier years. In 1977, the driest year on record for the last 100 years, the annual 

flow in the American River was 520,190 acre- feet (af) (64,164 hectare-meters [hm]). If 

similar drought conditions occurred in the future, the City would experience a shortfall of 

up to 19,100 af (2,356 hm) (City of Roseville 2010a). The City would address this shortfall 

by imposing conservation measures identified in its municipal code, which would reduce 

demand, and would supplement any additional demand with groundwater supplies if 

necessary. If the City is able to accomplish a 50 percent reduction in demand through its 

conservation measures, groundwater would not be needed to supplement supplies. 

However, to ensure a highly reliable water supply for the City, a 20 percent reduction that 

would be achieved through conservation was assumed. This is equivalent to a reduction in 

water demand of 11,780 afy (1,453 hmy) at buildout of the City plus the No Action 

Alternative (20 percent of the surface water supply requirement of 58,900 afy [7,265 hmy]). 

The 100 years of hydrologic data include both the 1924 and 1977 droughts of record. This 

hydrologic record provides a good picture of what can be anticipated as future unimpaired 

flows in the American River. The data indicate that there would be approximately 15 years 

out of 100 that would require some level of conservation.4 Of those 15 years, and assuming 

only a 20 percent reduction in water demand through conservation efforts, only 6 years 

would require groundwater pumping to make up for shortfalls in surface water supplies. 

The use of groundwater will help avoid the need to divert additional American River water 

in excess of what is allowed under the Water Forum Agreement.  

Based on the above, the No Action Alternative would not increase the City’s total water 

demand such that the available surface water supplies would be inadequate in normal and 

dry years. During critically dry years, the additional demand for water created by the No 

Action Alternative would further increase the gap between available supply and total 

demand for water, making it necessary for the City to pump groundwater. Effects 

associated with groundwater withdrawal are discussed under Impact UTIL-2.  

                                                        
4  In 1991, the City developed and adopted the Roseville Water Conservation and Drought Mitigation Ordinance. 

Under this ordinance, the City has authority to declare water shortage conditions and implement drought related 

conservation measures. The City can initiate this process by declaring a drought stage (Stage One through Stage 

Five) and imposing the appropriate and corresponding drought response measures. For example, Stage One 

prohibits washing of streets, driveways, sidewalks, and parking lots and places restrictions on vehicle washing, and 

serving water in restaurants. Under Stage Two, additional measures on landscape irrigation would be imposed. 

Depending on the severity during Stage Three, Four, and Five drought restrictions the use of groundwater could 

also be initiated. Stages One through Five, as outlined in the City’s Municipal Code Chapter 14.09, cover supply 

shortages up to 50 percent. 
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With respect to possible effects from climate change, it is expected that surface water 

volumes within the American River watershed (the City’s surface water supply source) will 

not change, although the City and the State may need to take proactive measures to 

manage the supply should water be received increasingly in the form of rain, instead of 

snow pack.  

BoR OCAP Scenario 

In addition to the evaluation of the No Action Alternative’s effect on water supply relative 

to Water Forum Agreement limitations, an evaluation of the effects of reduced surface 

water supply as a result of cutbacks resulting from the revised OCAP was also conducted 

by the USACE using the same methodology used by the City. As noted earlier, the federal 

ESA allows the USFWS to require changes to the OCAP for the protection of the delta smelt 

and other federally listed species. According to the revised OCAP, full deliveries of PCWA 

and BoR contracted supplies are projected to occur 58 percent of the time. According to the 

City, about 45 percent of the time, shortages in surface water supplies can be addressed 

through implementation of water conservation measures for drought Stages One and Two 

(between 10 percent and 20 percent conservation) outlined in the Roseville municipal code. 

Under the OCAP scenario, about 13 percent of the time, surface water deliveries will fall 

below a level where the shortfall would be addressed by 20 percent conservation efforts 

and supplemental supply from groundwater. Based on the 100-year hydrological record 

under the OCAP scenario, there would be a need to pump groundwater in 13 of 100 years. 

In summary, the City has sufficient dry and critical dry year water supplies for the No 

Action Alternative and the rest of the growth under the General Plan under both Water 

Forum Agreement and BoR OCAP scenarios. With the conservation measures described 

above which would be imposed on all development in the City under drought conditions 

and limited reliance on groundwater, current supplies are reasonably certain to be 

sufficient to serve not only the No Action Alternative, but buildout under the City’s 

General Plan even in drought years. Therefore, the indirect effect of the No Action 

Alternative on wet and drought year water supplies would be less than significant. 

Mitigation is not required. No direct effects would occur. 

Proposed 

Action 

As demonstrated by the analysis presented below, the City’s water supply would be 

adequate to serve the Proposed Action at buildout under both normal/wet year conditions 

and under drought conditions, and the indirect effect related to water supply would be 

less than significant. The direct effect related to water supply during construction would 

be less than significant. Mitigation is not required. 

Construction 

For the same reasons presented above for the No Action Alternative, there would be a 

minimal demand for water during construction of the Proposed Action. Therefore, the 

direct effect related to water supply would be less than significant. Mitigation is not 
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required. No indirect effects would occur. 

Operation 

The Proposed Action would develop commercial and residential uses that would create 

demand for water supplies in the City’s service area. As shown in Table 3.15-1, the City 

estimates that development of these uses would demand 1,112 afy (137 hmy), without 

conservation but including system losses. With conservation measures, the water demand 

for the Proposed Action at buildout would be 934 afy (115 hmy) (City of Roseville 2012).  

The demand for the City at General Plan buildout plus the Proposed Action is estimated to 

be approximately 63,629 afy (7,849 hmy) (62,695 afy [7,733 hmy] + 934 afy [115 hmy]). As 

discussed above, the Proposed Action and new development in the City of Roseville would 

rely on recycled water for irrigation, and a total of 4,462 afy (550 hmy) of recycled water is 

anticipated to be available at buildout of the City and the Proposed Action. If recycled 

water available at buildout (approximately 4,462 afy [550 hmy]) is subtracted from the total 

demand of 63,629 afy (7,849 hmy), the net potable water demand would be 59,167 afy 

(7,298 hmy).  

It is anticipated that the water supply source for the Proposed Action would be similar to 

the No Action Alternative, and would include water from the City’s American River water 

supply. In normal/wet years, the City’s American River supply of 58,900 afy (7,265 hmy) 

would not be sufficient to meet the projected demand associated with the buildout of the 

Proposed Action and the rest of the City under the General Plan. When compared to the 

total projected potable water demand of 59,167 afy (7,298 hmy), demand exceeds supplies 

by 267 afy (33 hmy). However, buildout demands include 313 afy (39 hmy) of water 

reserved for potential future corporate centers. The City plans to reduce the corporate 

center reserve by 267 afy (33 hmy) so that supplies will equal demands in normal/wet years 

(City of Roseville 2012). Therefore, with this change, current supplies are reasonably certain 

to be sufficient to serve the Proposed Action plus buildout under the City’s General Plan in 

wet years. 

During drought years, the City would have reduced surface water supplies under the 

Water Forum Agreement and OCAP scenarios described above. The City would impose 

water conservation measures, depending on the severity of the drought, which would 

reduce the total demand for water and the City would also rely on groundwater as back-up 

supply. Based on the analysis completed for the No Action Alternative above, the City 

would have sufficient supplies during dry years to serve the Proposed Action, in addition 

to other development in the City. Based on the significance criteria listed above and for the 

same reasons presented above for the No Action Alternative, the indirect effect related to 

water supply during drought years would be less than significant. Mitigation is not 

required. No direct effects would occur. 
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Alts. 1 and 3 As demonstrated by the analysis presented below, the City’s water supply would be 

adequate to serve Alternatives 1 and 3 at buildout under both normal/wet year conditions 

and under drought conditions, and the indirect effect related to water supply would be 

less than significant. The direct effect related to water supply during construction would 

be less than significant. Mitigation is not required. 

Construction 

Similarly to the No Action Alternative, there would be a minimal demand for water during 

construction of Alternatives 1 and 3. Therefore, the direct effect related to water supply 

would be less than significant. Mitigation is not required. No indirect effects would occur. 

Operation 

Alternatives 1 and 3 would develop commercial and residential uses that would create 

demand for water supplies in the City of Roseville. As shown on Table 3.15-1, the USACE 

estimates that development of these uses would result in a demand for water ranging from 

814 afy (100 hmy) (Alternative 3) to 829 afy (102 hmy) (Alternative 1), without conservation 

but including system losses. With conservation measures, the water demand would range 

from 763 afy (94 hmy) (Alternative 3) to 785 afy (97 hmy) (Alternative 1) at buildout.  

The normal demand for the City at General Plan buildout plus these alternatives is 

estimated to range from approximately 63,458 afy (7,827 hmy) (62,695 afy [7,733 hmy] + 

763 afy [94 hmy]) to 63,480 afy (7,830 hmy) (62,695 afy [7,733 hmy] + 785 afy [97 hmy]). 

As discussed above, all of the on-site alternatives and new development in the City of 

Roseville would rely on recycled water for irrigation, and a total of 4,462 afy (550 hmy) of 

recycled water is anticipated to be available at buildout of the City and all of the on-site 

alternatives. If recycled water available at buildout (approximately 4,462 afy [550 hmy]) is 

subtracted from the total demand of 63,458 afy (7,827 hmy) to 63,480 afy (7,830 hmy), the 

net water demand would be 58,996 afy (7,277 hmy) to 59,018 afy (7,280 hmy).  

It is anticipated that the water supply source for Alternatives 1 and 3 would be similar to 

the No Action Alternative, and would include water from the City’s American River water 

supply. In normal/wet years, the City’s American River supply of 58,900 afy (7,265 hmy) 

would not be sufficient to meet the projected demand associated with the buildout of these 

alternatives and the rest of the City under the General Plan. When compared to the total 

projected potable water demand of 58,996 afy (7,277 hmy) to 59,018 afy (7,280 hmy), 

demand exceeds supplies by 96 afy (15 hmy) to 118 afy (15 hmy). However, the 313 afy 

(39 hmy) of corporate center reserve water discussed above would be available to make up 

this shortfall. Therefore, the City would have adequate supplies to serve these alternatives, 

in addition to other development anticipated under the City’s General Plan in normal/wet 

years. Based on the significance criteria listed above, the indirect effect related to water 

supply during normal/wet years would be less than significant. Mitigation is not required. 
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During drought years, the City would have reduced surface water supplies under the 

Water Forum Agreement and OCAP scenarios described above. The City would impose 

water conservation measures, depending on the severity of the drought, which would 

reduce the total demand for water supplies in the City and would rely on groundwater as 

back-up supply. Based on the analysis completed for the No Action Alternative above, the 

City would have sufficient supplies during dry years to serve Alternatives 1 and 3, in 

addition to other development in the City. Based on the significance criteria listed above 

and for the same reasons presented above for the No Action Alternative, the indirect effect 

related to water supply during drought years would be less than significant. Mitigation is 

not required. No direct effects would occur. 

Alts. 2, 4, and 

5 

As demonstrated by the analysis presented below, the City’s water supply would be 

adequate to serve Alternatives 2, 4, and 5 at buildout under both normal/wet year 

conditions and under drought conditions, and the indirect effect related to water supply 

would be less than significant. The direct effect related to water supply during 

construction would be less than significant. Mitigation is not required. 

Construction 

Similarly to the No Action Alternative, there would be a minimal demand for water during 

construction of Alternatives 2, 4, and 5. Therefore, the direct effect related to water supply 

would be less than significant. Mitigation is not required. No indirect effects would occur. 

Operation 

Alternatives 2, 4, and 5 would develop commercial and residential uses that would create 

demand for water supplies in the City’s service area. As shown on Table 3.15-1, the 

USACE estimates that development of these uses would result in a demand for water 

ranging from 691 afy (85 hmy) (Alternative 5) to 800 afy (99 hmy) (Alternative 2), without 

conservation but including system losses. With conservation measures, the water demand 

for these alternatives would ranges from 650 afy (80 hmy) (Alternative 5) to 751 afy 

(93 hmy) (Alternative 2) at buildout.  

The normal demand for the City at General Plan buildout plus these alternatives is 

estimated to range from approximately 63,345 afy (7,813 hmy) (62,695 afy [7,733 hmy] + 

650 afy [80 hmy]) to 63,446 afy (7,826 hmy) (62,695 afy [7,733 hmy] + 751 afy [93 hmy]). 

As discussed above, all of the on-site alternatives and new development in the City of 

Roseville would rely on recycled water for irrigation, and a total of 4,462 afy (550 hmy) of 

recycled water is anticipated to be available at buildout of the City and all of the 

alternatives. If recycled water available at buildout (approximately 4,462 afy [550 hmy]) is 

subtracted from the total demand of 63,345 afy (7,813 hmy) to 63,446 afy (7,826 hmy), the 

net water demand would be 58,883 afy (7,263 hmy) to 58,984 afy (7,276 hmy).  

It is anticipated that the water supply source for Alternative 2, 4, and 5 would be similar to 
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the No Action Alternative, so would include water from the City’s American River water 

supply. As described above, current supplies in the City are reasonably certain to be 

sufficient to serve demands from the No Action Alternative which is higher than demands 

under Alternatives 2, 4, and 5. Therefore, the City would have adequate supplies to serve 

these alternatives, in addition to other development anticipated under the City’s General 

Plan in normal/wet years. Based on the significance criteria listed above and for the same 

reasons presented above for the No Action Alternative, the indirect effect of Alternatives 2, 

4, and 5 related to water supply during normal/wet years would be less than significant. 

Mitigation is not required. 

During drought years, the City would have reduced surface water supplies under the 

Water Forum Agreement and OCAP scenarios described above. The City would impose 

water conservation measures, depending on the severity of the drought, which would 

reduce the total demand for water supplies in the City and would rely on groundwater as 

back-up supply. Based on the analysis completed for the No Action Alternative above, the 

City would have sufficient supplies during dry years to serve these alternatives, in addition 

to other development in the City. Based on the significance criteria listed above and for the 

same reasons presented above for the No Action Alternative, the indirect effect related to 

water supply during drought years would be less than significant. Mitigation is not 

required. No direct effects would occur. 

Off-Site Alt. As demonstrated by the analysis presented below, the Placer County Water Agency’s 

water supply would be adequate to serve the Off-Site Alternative at buildout under both 

normal/wet year conditions and under drought conditions, and the indirect effect related 

to water supply would be less than significant. The direct effect related to water supply 

during construction would also be less than significant. Mitigation is not required.  

Construction 

Similar to the No Action Alternative, there would be a minimal demand for water during 

construction of the Off-Site Alternative. Therefore, the direct effect related to water supply 

would be less than significant. Mitigation is not required. No indirect effects would occur. 

Operation 

The Off-Site Alternative would develop commercial and residential uses that would create 

demand for water supplies from the PCWA. As shown on Table 3.15-1, the USACE 

estimates that development of these uses would result in a demand for water of 1,021 afy 

(126 hmy), without conservation but including system losses. With conservation measures, 

the water demand for the Off-Site Alternative would be 966 afy (119 hmy) at buildout.  

The total surface water supply available to the western Placer County area (Zones 1 & 5) is 

223,800 afy (27,605 hmy) of permanent supply in normal years (PCWA 2011). Out of that 

permanent supply, the PCWA has contracted to deliver up to 25,000 afy (3,084 hmy) to San 
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Juan Water District for use within the Placer County portion of its service area and up to 

30,000 afy (3,700 hmy) to the City of Roseville. PCWA has also contracted to deliver up to 

29,000 afy (3,577 hmy) to Sacramento Suburban Water District for groundwater 

stabilization in the district's service area, but the water would not be delivered during dry 

years. Using the same assumptions as used for determining a single dry year in 20405 and 

excluding the currently unavailable Central Valley Project water and recycled water, under 

current conditions 171,900 afy (21,203 hmy) of surface water supply would be available 

during a single dry year. 

Total demand for water in western Placer County in 2010 was 143,910 afy (17,751 hmy) 

(PCWA 2011). Addition of water demand associated with the Off-Site Alternative (1,021 afy 

[126 hmy]) to the 2010 demand would result in a total demand of 144,931 afy (17,877 hmy) 

which is less than total water supply available during normal and dry years. The PCWA 

would have sufficient supplies in normal and dry years to meet demands of the Off-Site 

Alternative (For impact of the alternative in conjunction with other future development in 

the area, see Impact CUM UTIL-1 below). Based on the significance criteria listed above 

and for the reasons presented above, the indirect effects would be less than significant. 

Mitigation is not required. No direct effects would occur. 

  

Impact UTIL-2 Groundwater Demand Impacts 

No Action Alt. Withdrawal of groundwater has the potential to cause groundwater levels to decline 

locally or regionally. Although groundwater aquifers are recharged by precipitation, if the 

groundwater withdrawal rate exceeds the recharge rate, it can lead to long-term declines in 

groundwater levels. The use of groundwater, even when infrequent, can affect aquifers in 

the area by altering groundwater elevations, which can in turn affect recharge conditions, 

change aquifer storage characteristics, result in localized well impacts, or cause areas of 

poorer quality groundwater to shift (MWH 2003). However, as shown by the analysis 

presented below, the indirect effect of groundwater withdrawal needed to serve the No 

Action Alternative on the regional groundwater levels would be less than significant. 

Mitigation is not required. 

As discussed under Impact UTIL-1, during normal/wet hydrologic years, water demand 

within the City, including demand from the No Action Alternative, would be met using 

surface water and recycled water supplies, and groundwater would not be used. During 

dry hydrologic years, City water demand, including the demand associated with the No 

Action Alternative, would be met by a combination of surface water, recycled water, and 

demand reduction activities such as mandatory water conservation efforts. In the critically 

dry years, these sources would need to be supplemented by groundwater supplies. In all 

                                                        
5 The Pre-1914 water supply and PG&E water supply would each be reduced by 50 percent. 
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year types, groundwater may also be used as an emergency back-up for recycled water 

supplies under current City policy. Similar to the evaluation performed by the City for the 

Proposed Action, the USACE evaluated the effect of groundwater extraction under two 

scenarios that are described below. 

Water Forum Scenario 

As discussed under Impact UTIL-1, under the Water Forum scenario, the City estimated 

that groundwater would need to be used in six years out of 100 to supplement available 

surface water supplies after a 20 percent conservation level had been achieved. The 

estimated amount of groundwater per year needed would range from 0 to 7,320 afy 

(903 hmy), and would add up to 32,224 acre-feet (3,975 hectare-meter) for the 100-year 

analysis period for the City of Roseville buildout including the Proposed Action.  

In 2003, the City acquired Reason Farms, a 1,754 acre (710-hectare) property located in the 

West Roseville Specific Plan Area that was used for production of rice. As explained in 

Mitigation Measure HYDRO-1, the City plans to use the site in the future for stormwater 

retention and has taken the site out of rice production. When Reason Farms was still in use 

for rice production, approximately 6,483 af (800 hm) of groundwater was extracted each 

year at this site to irrigate the rice fields, and most of this water was lost to evaporation. 

Since 2003, the Reason Farms site is dry farmed and the use of groundwater on the site is 

much reduced. The City estimates that the total amount of banked groundwater obtained 

through fallowing Reason Farms would be 293,043 acre-feet (36,146 hectare-meter). This is 

based on the assumption that groundwater would be banked 93 years of 100 years at the 

rate of 3,151 acre-feet (389 hectare-meters) banked each year. After subtracting both the 

amount of groundwater used for emergency back-up recycled water supply6 and the 

amount used in 6 out of 100 dry years from the amount of banked groundwater, a 

minimum of 260,599 acre-feet (32,144 hectare-meter) would remain banked in the 

groundwater basin under the No Project Alternative.  

BoR OCAP Scenario 

Under the OCAP scenario, full deliveries will be available only 58 percent of the time and 

42 percent of the time some level of conservation will be in effect. Fourteen percent of the 

time, surface water deliveries will need to be supplemented with groundwater. The 

estimated amount of groundwater per year needed to augment surface water supplies 

would range from 0 to 7,320 afy (903 hmy) and would total 60,812 acre-feet (7,501 hectare-

meter) for the 100-year analysis period for the buildout of the City including the Proposed 

Action. As the demand for water under the No Action Alternative is less than the demand 

                                                        
6  The amount of emergency back-up recycled water supply is 220 acre-feet (27 hectare-meters) for the Proposed 

Action. As the demand for water under the No Action Alternative is less than the demand under the Proposed 

Action, the estimated amount of emergency back-up recycled water supply is the maximum amount that would be 

needed. 
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under the Proposed Action, the estimated amount of groundwater needed for the 100-year 

analysis period is the maximum amount that would be needed. 

The amount of banked groundwater obtained through fallowing Reason Farms is 

estimated to be 270,986 acre-feet (33,426 hectare-meters). This is based on the assumption 

that groundwater would be used 14 years out of 100 years, and banked 86 years out of 100 

years for a total of 3,151 afy (389 hmy) banked. After subtracting both the amount of 

groundwater used for emergency back-up recycled water supplies and the amount used in 

dry years from the amount of bank groundwater, a minimum of 209,954 acre-feet 

(25,897 hectare-meter) would remain banked in the groundwater basin under the No 

Action Alternative.  

Thus, under both the Water Forum and the BoR OCAP scenarios, the groundwater levels 

within the basin are expected to increase as a result of the City’s retirement of Reason 

Farms. Because the No Project Alternative is expected to use less groundwater than would 

be banked, groundwater withdrawal to serve the No Action Alternative would not 

adversely affect groundwater levels. The indirect effect of the No Action Alternative on the 

regional groundwater levels would be less than significant. Mitigation is not required. No 

direct effects would occur. 

Proposed 

Action, Alts. 1 

through 3, 

Off-Site Alt. 

Under the Proposed Action, Alternatives 1 through 3, and the Off-Site Alternative, 

groundwater would be used to supplement surface water supplies during dry years and as 

emergency back-up supply. As shown in Table 3.15-1, water demands under the Proposed 

Action, Alternatives 1 through 3, and the Off-Site Alternative would be roughly equal to or 

greater than the demand under the No Action Alternative. However, under the Water 

Forum and BoR OCAP scenarios, the estimated amount of groundwater per year needed to 

augment surface water supplies would still range from 0 to a maximum of 7,320 afy 

(903 hmy) under the Proposed Action, Alternatives 1 through 3, and the Off-Site 

Alternative. Therefore, the effects on groundwater resources described under the No 

Action Alternative above would be similar to the effects on groundwater resources 

associated with the Proposed Action, Alternatives 1 through 3, and the Off-Site Alternative. 

Based on the significance criteria listed above and for the same reasons presented above for 

the No Action Alternative, the indirect effect of the Proposed Action, Alternatives 1 

through 3, and the Off-Site Alternative on groundwater levels would be less than 

significant. Mitigation is not required. No direct effects would occur. 

Alts. 4 and 5 Under Alternatives 4 and 5, groundwater would be used to supplement surface water 

supplies during dry years and as emergency back-up supply. As shown in Table 3.15-1, the 

water demands under Alternative 4 and 5 would be less than the demand under the No 

Action Alternative. Therefore, the effects on groundwater resources described under the 

No Action Alternative above would be similar to the effects to groundwater resources 

associated with Alternatives 4 and 5. Based on the significance criteria listed above and for 

the same reasons presented above for the No Action Alternative, the indirect effect of all 
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alternatives on groundwater levels would be less than significant. Mitigation is not 

required. No direct effects would occur. 

  

Impact UTIL-3 Capacity of Water Treatment and Supply Facilities 

No Action Alt. The City’s WTP has sufficient treatment capacity to meet the needs of the No Action 

Alternative and buildout of the City of Roseville. In addition, BoR raw water pumping 

facilities would be adequate to serve future needs of the City, including the No Action 

Alternative. This indirect effect is less than significant. Mitigation is not required. No 

direct effects would occur. 

Treatment Plant Capacity 

The City’s WTP on Barton Road, which is owned and operated by the City, would treat 

water for use under the No Action Alternative. Potable water demands at buildout of the 

City and the No Action Alternative are estimated at 58,993 afy (7,277 hmy) (63,455 afy 

[7,827 hmy] water demand – 4,462 afy [550 hmy] recycled water supply). This equates to an 

average day treatment demand of 52.7 mgd (199.5 mld). Based on a peaking factor of 1.83 

for the maximum day demand, water treatment plant capacity of 96.4 mgd (364.9 mld) 

would be required to meet future demands. The City’s WTP currently has a total capacity 

of 100 mgd (379 mld), which is greater than the anticipated demands. Therefore, the City’s 

WTP would have adequate capacity to meet the demands of the No Action Alternative and 

the buildout of the rest of Roseville under the General Plan.  

Water Supply Facilities 

The raw water supplied for the project site would come to the City’s Barton Road WTP 

from Folsom Lake via conveyance facilities owned and operated by the BoR. The pumping 

capacity for the City at the BoR pumping plant is limited to 150 cubic feet (4.2 cubic meters) 

per second or 96.9 mgd (366.8 mld). As described above, potable water demands at 

buildout of the City, including the No Action Alternative, equate to an average day 

demand of 52.7 mgd (199.5 mld) and a maximum day demand of 96.4 mgd (364.9 mld). 

Since pumping capacity of BoR facilities assigned to the City exceeds demands at buildout 

of the City, including the No Action Alternative, the raw water pumping facilities would be 

adequate to serve future needs of the City.  

In summary, the City’s WTP has sufficient treatment capacity to meet the needs of the No 

Action Alternative and buildout of the City. In addition, BoR raw water pumping facilities 

would be adequate to serve future needs of the City, including the No Action Alternative. 

This indirect effect is considered less than significant. Mitigation is not required. No direct 

effects would occur. 
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Proposed 

Action 

Potable water demands at buildout of the City and the Proposed Action are estimated at 

59,167 afy (7,299 hmy) (63,629 afy [7,849 hmy] water demand – 4,462 afy [550 hmy] recycled 

water supply). This equates to an average day treatment demand of 52.8 mgd (199.9 mld). 

Based on a peaking factor of 1.83 for the maximum day demand, water treatment plant 

capacity of 96.7 mgd (366.0 mld) would be required to meet future demands. As discussed 

above, the City’s WTP currently has a capacity of 100 mgd (379 mld) while the BoR 

pumping plant is limited to 150 cubic feet (4.2 cubic meters) per second or 96.9 mgd 

(366.8 mld). As treatment capacity at the City’s WTP (100 mgd [379 mld]) and pumping 

capacity of BoR facilities (96.9 mgd [366.8 mld]) is greater than demands of the Proposed 

Action plus City buildout, enough treatment capacity and pumping capacity is available to 

meet the needs of the City in the future including the Proposed Action. Based on the 

significance criteria listed above and for the same reasons presented above for the No 

Action Alternative, the indirect effect would be less than significant. Mitigation is not 

required. No direct effects would occur. 

Alts. 1 

through 5 

Potable water demands at buildout of the City and all alternatives are estimated to range 

from 58,883 afy (7,263 hmy) (63,345 afy [7,813 hmy] water demand – 4,462 afy [550 hmy] 

recycled water supply) to 59,018 afy (7,280 hmy) (63,480 afy [7,830 hmy] water demand – 

4,462 afy [550 hmy] recycled water supply). This equates to an average day treatment 

demand of 52.6 mgd (199.1 mld) to 52.7 mgd (199.5 mld) depending on the alternative. 

Based on a peaking factor of 1.83 for the maximum day demand, water treatment plant 

capacity of 96.2 mgd (364.2 mld) to 96.6 mgd (366.0 mld) would be required to meet future 

demands. As discussed above, the City’s WTP currently has a capacity of 100 mgd 

(379 mld) while the BoR pumping plant is limited to 150 cubic feet (4.2 cubic meters) per 

second or 96.9 mgd (366.8 mld). The treatment capacity at the City’s WTP and pumping 

capacity of BoR facilities are both greater than demands of all alternatives combined with 

the demand at the buildout of the City. Based on the significance criteria listed above and 

for the same reasons presented above for the No Action Alternative, the indirect effect 

under all alternatives would be less than significant. Mitigation is not required. No direct 

effects would occur. 

Off-Site Alt. As described above, the water supply for the Off-Site Alternative would be met by the 

existing PCWA supplies. The USACE estimates that development of the Off-Site 

Alternative would result in a demand for water of 1,021 afy (126 hmy), without 

conservation but including system losses. With conservation measures, the water demand 

for the Off-Site Alternative would be 966 afy (119 hmy) at buildout. This equates to an 

average day treatment capacity demand of 0.86 mgd (3.26 mld). The water would be 

conveyed from the Foothill Water Treatment Plant. The PCWA estimates that it has 

8.15 mgd of unallocated capacity from this source which is provided on a first come first 

served basis. Given the small demand associated with the Off-Site Alternative, it is 

reasonable to assume that it would be served by the available surplus capacity and no 
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improvements to the water treatment plant would be needed. Based on the above, the 

indirect effect of the Off-Site Alternative would be less than significant. Mitigation is not 

required. No direct effects would occur. 

  

Impact UTIL-4 Impacts from Construction or Expansion of Wastewater Facilities 

No Action Alt. Wastewater effluent from the project site would be treated at the Pleasant Grove WWTP. 

While the No Action Alternative on its own could be served by the existing excess 

treatment capacity at the Pleasant Grove WWTP, when the flows generated by the No 

Action Alternative are combined with projected flows from other anticipated development 

within the service area of the WWTP, an expansion of treatment capacity would be 

required. This is a significant indirect effect of the No Action Alternative. The proposed 

mitigation would reduce this indirect effect to less than significant. No direct effects 

would occur. 

The USACE estimates, based on unit flow factors and peaking factors established in the 

South Placer Regional Wastewater and Recycled Water Systems Evaluation, that the No 

Action Alternative would generate approximately 0.281 mgd (1.063 mld) Average Dry 

Weather flow (ADWF) at buildout (see Table 3.15-2). The current capacity of the WWTP is 

12 mgd (45 mld) and the current flows that are treated at the plant are 7 mgd (26 mld). 

Therefore, there is adequate WWTP capacity at this time to serve the No Action 

Alternative. In addition, the off-site conveyance facilities are adequately sized to handle the 

flows from the buildout of the No Action Alternative.  

However, the No Action Alternative would be constructed over a period of about 15 to 

30 years depending on market conditions. During this timeframe, other new development 

is expected to also occur within the service area of the WWTP. The South Placer 

Wastewater Authority estimates that at buildout of the 2005 service area boundary, ADWF 

flows to the WWTP would be on the order of about 19 mgd (72 mld) while under buildout 

of the ultimate service area boundary, ADWF would be about 25.7 mgd (97.3 mld). Since its 

existing permitted capacity is 12 mgd (45 mld) and an expansion to 15 mgd (57 mld) is 

planned but would still not suffice, additional expansion of the WWTP would be required 

to accommodate future demands. While the No Action Alternative’s contribution to the 

need to expand the WWTP is incremental, and would be in combination with the demand 

for capacity associated with other development in the service area, it would nonetheless 

contribute to the need to expand the facility by about 10 mgd. The indirect effect related to 

expansion of the WWTP would be considered a significant indirect/secondary effect of the 

No Action Alternative.  

The West Roseville Specific Plan EIR and the Wastewater Master Plan EIR, both prepared 

by the City, evaluated effects associated with the expansion of the WWTP. As summarized 
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in the SVSP EIR, construction effects associated with plant expansion that are anticipated to 

occur include noise, dust, emissions from construction vehicles, increased traffic congestion 

due to construction vehicles, potential disruption of utility lines, erosion, water quality 

effects, and potential disturbance of cultural resources. All of these effects would be 

temporary and either not substantial or reduced to less than significant with mitigation. 

However, operation of the expanded WWTP would likely contribute to potential growth 

inducement, land use compatibility, traffic, noise, dust, odors, and water quality effects, 

including increased discharge of treated effluent to Pleasant Grove Creek and potential 

effects to water temperatures associated with operation of the WWTP. On-site effects that 

have been identified for the WWTP expansion include loss of vernal pools/seasonal 

wetlands, and effects to vernal pool special-status species, loss of raptor habitat, odor and 

noise emissions at Pleasant Grove WWTP, and increased criteria air pollutant emissions 

due to resultant development. With mitigation measures prescribed in the EIR, these effects 

would be reduced to the extent practicable.  

Implementation of Mitigation Measure UTIL-4 would reduce the effect related to the need 

to expand the WWTP. This measure is the same as Mitigation Measure 4.12.3-1 in the Sierra 

Vista Specific Plan EIR. The USACE assumes that the City would impose the same 

mitigation measure on the No Action Alternative to address this effect. Pursuant to this 

mitigation measure and consistent with General Plan Policy 3, the City will initiate 

expansion efforts at the time the Pleasant Grove WWTP nears 75 percent capacity. For 

reasons presented above, the USACE finds that this indirect effect would be reduced to 

less than significant. No direct effects would occur. 

At the time that WWTP expansion is required, the City will prepare required California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) documents to analyze any effects and identify 

appropriate mitigation measures that would mitigate the effects, to the extent feasible. It is 

anticipated that the WWTP would be expanded on the 20-acre (8-hectare) parcel to the 

south of the plant that was identified in the West Roseville Specific Plan for this purpose.  

Proposed 

Action 

The Proposed Action would require wastewater treatment services that would contribute 

to the need to expand the Pleasant Grove WWTP. The expansion of the WWTP would 

result in the same types of effects described above under the No Action Alternative. Based 

on the significance criteria listed above and for the same reasons presented above for the 

No Action Alternative, this indirect effect is considered significant.  

Mitigation Measure UTIL-4 would be applied to Proposed Action to ensure that the City 

initiates expansion efforts at the time the Pleasant Grove WWTP nears 75 percent capacity. 

As noted above, this measure is the same as Mitigation Measure 4.12.3-1 in the Sierra Vista 

Specific Plan EIR and was adopted by the City at the time of project approval and will be 

enforced by the City. The Sierra Vista Specific Plan EIR determined that this mitigation 

measure would reduce the effect to less than significant (City of Roseville 2010a). The 

USACE agrees with the conclusion in the Sierra Vista Specific Plan EIR and finds that this 
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indirect effect would be reduced to less than significant. No direct effects would occur. 

All Alts. All of the alternatives would require wastewater treatment services that would contribute 

to the need to expand the Pleasant Grove WWTP. The expansion of the WWTP would 

result in the same types of effects described above under the No Action Alternative. Based 

on the significance criteria listed above and for the same reasons presented above for the 

No Action Alternative, this indirect effect is considered significant. 

Mitigation Measure UTIL-4 would ensure that the City initiates expansion efforts at the 

time the Pleasant Grove WWTP nears 75 percent capacity. As noted above, this measure is 

the same as Mitigation Measure 4.12.3-1 in the Sierra Vista Specific Plan EIR. The USACE 

assumes that the City would impose the same mitigation measure on all of the alternatives 

to address this effect. For reasons presented above, the USACE finds that this indirect 

effect would be reduced to less than significant. No direct effects would occur. 

  

Mitigation Measure UTIL-4: WWTP Capacity  

(Applicability – No Action, Proposed Action, and All Alternatives) 

Prior to obtaining building permits in the SVSP [i.e., Westbrook project], the Applicant shall demonstrate to the City 

that the South Placer Wastewater Authority has approved expansion of the South Placer Wastewater Authority service 

area boundary to include the SVSP [i.e., Westbrook project] area. The Applicant shall participate financially through 

connection fees in the construction of additional wastewater treatment capacity sufficient to accommodate projected 

flows. Applicant shall also participate on a fair share basis in other financial mechanisms for any additional 

environmental review required to secure approvals necessary to increase wastewater discharges from the plant, 

including approval by the South Placer Wastewater Authority for expansion of the service area boundary. It is 

recognized that the Applicant will rely on the City (on behalf of the South Placer Wastewater Authority partners) to 

construct regional treatment and regional transmission facilities needed to discharge treated wastewater flows from 

within the service area boundary. In the event the City is unable to obtain the appropriate permits (e.g., NPDES 

permit) or is unable to complete the required facility expansions, development within the service area boundary may 

continue until existing capacity has been exhausted, at which time any remaining development will be curtailed until 

such time that sufficient treatment and discharge capacity becomes available. Further, the Applicant and/or the City, as 

appropriate, shall implement all relevant construction-related mitigation measures for expansion of the plant listed in 

Appendix H of the Sierra Vista Specific Plan EIR prepared by the City of Roseville and all water quality and aquatic 

resource mitigation measures applicable to this project as listed in Table 4.12.3-5 of the Sierra Vista Specific Plan EIR. 
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Impact UTIL-5 Increased Demand for Solid Waste Services  

No Action 

Alt. 

Development of the No Action Alternative would result in a demand for solid waste 

services that would be adequately handled by the existing MRF. The indirect effect on the 

MRF would be less than significant. Mitigation is not required. However, as shown in the 

analysis below, the No Action Alternative, along with other existing and planned 

development, would result in the need for expanded landfill capacity. Expansion of the 

regional landfill could result in a significant indirect effect. Mitigation would not reduce 

this indirect effect to less than significant. A residual significant indirect effect would 

remain after mitigation. No direct effects would occur. 

Materials Recovery Facility Capacity 

There is adequate permitted capacity at MRF to serve the No Action Alternative by itself or 

in conjunction with growth under the Roseville General Plan. The effect on capacity of the 

facility would not be significant. The MRF currently processes an average of 831 tons 

(754 metric tons) per day of mixed solid waste, and is permitted to receive up to 2,200 tons 

(1,996 metric tons) per day. The No Action Alternative is expected to generate 

approximately 23 tons (21 metric tons) of solid waste per day, of which 6 tons (5 metric tons) 

would be diverted to the MRF (Table 3.15-3). This represents an increase of 1 percent over 

the amount of solid waste currently processed at the facility and less than 1 percent of the 

facility’s permitted capacity. At buildout of the No Action Alternative and General Plan, an 

additional 415 tons (376 metric tons) per day of solid waste would be processed at the MRF,7 

resulting in a total of 1,246 tons (1,130 metric tons) of waste processing per day. This would 

represent 62 percent of the MRF’s permitted capacity at buildout. This indirect effect would 

be less than significant. Mitigation is not required. No direct effects would occur. 

Landfill Capacity  

Approximately 8,386 tons (7,608 metric tons) per year (23 tons [21 metric tons] per day) of 

solid waste would be generated by the No Action Alternative at buildout. Of this amount, 

approximately 4,067 tons (3,690 metric tons) per year, or approximately 11 tons (10 metric 

tons) per day, would require disposal at the Regional Landfill. At buildout of the City’s 

General Plan, landfill disposal will reach approximately 155,720 tons (141,267 metric tons) 

per year or 427 tons (387 metric tons) per day. With the addition of the No Action 

Alternative, City landfill disposal needs would be approximately 159,787 tons (144,956 

                                                        
7  The amount of solid waste conservatively expected to be generated within the City at buildout of the General Plan is 

324,417 tons (294,306 metric tons) per year (City of Roseville 2010b). Approximately 8,386 tons (7,608 metric tons) 

per year are projected to be generated by the No Action Alternative. The total processing demand of the City’s 

buildout and the No Action Alternative would be as much as 332,803 tons (301,914 metric tons) per year (912 tons 

[827 metric tons] per day) if no direct recycling efforts are assumed. The City currently generates approximately 

181,229 tons (164,408 metric tons) of solid waste per year (497 tons [451 metric tons] per day) to be processed at the 

MRF. At buildout, this would amount to an average increase of approximately 415 tons (376 metric tons) per day 

over current processing demand. 
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metric tons) per year, or 438 tons (397 metric tons) per day. 

The landfill has a remaining capacity of approximately 15,263,180 tons (13,846,524 metric 

tons). Currently, the landfill is projected to be able to accept waste until 2042. However, the 

final closure date could be affected by regional growth rates, economic conditions, efficiency 

of waste recovery, and other factors. If conservatively it is assumed that the No Action 

Alternative is built out by 2025, and assuming that recycling programs are in place, it would 

generate approximately 52,871 tons (47,964 metric tons) of solid waste for disposal at the 

landfill (4,067 tons [3,690 metric tons] per year x 13 years). This additional waste would take 

up less than 1 percent of the landfill’s remaining capacity, which could shorten the lifespan 

of the landfill by about two months. 

As the No Action Alternative would contribute to the need to expand the landfill in the 

future, the effect would be significant. Mitigation Measure UTIL-5 would address this 

effect. This measure is the same as Mitigation Measure WMM 4.11-7 in the Sierra Vista 

Specific Plan EIR. The USACE assumes that the City would impose the same mitigation 

measure on the No Action Alternative to address this effect. The measure provides for the 

collection of fees with which to expand the landfill. However, because the City cannot 

guarantee landfill expansion beyond current plans, this mitigation measure would not 

reduce the effect to less than significant. The USACE finds that a residual significant 

indirect effect would remain after mitigation. No direct effects would occur. 

Approximately 465 acres (188 hectares) west of the Regional Landfill are available for 

landfill expansion, although no expansion has been approved to date. If the WPMMA 

proceeds with expanding the landfill, the expansion would result in environmental effects. 

However, since the expansion has not been formally proposed and details about the 

expansion are not known, specific effects cannot be identified at this time. Effects associated 

with the expansion would likely resemble those attributed to the existing landfill because 

the expansion site would be located adjacent to the existing landfill. Construction would 

likely result in effects from air pollutant emissions, noise, and erosion. In addition, 

agricultural land and biological resources, including wetlands, could be lost. Once 

constructed, the landfill could create additional odors, traffic, operational air emissions, 

increased emissions of landfill gas and combustion flare emissions, litter, night lighting, and 

degradation of surface and groundwater quality. The USACE assumes that these effects 

would be similar to those of the existing landfill and the expansion would be completed in 

compliance with the requirements of the landfill permitting process. The landfill expansion 

would also be required to undergo environmental review at the time it is proposed, and 

would be required to mitigate its potential effects to the extent feasible.  

Proposed 

Action 

Development of the Proposed Action would result in a demand for solid waste services that 

would be adequately handled by the existing MRF. This indirect effect would be less than 

significant. Mitigation is not required. However, as shown in the analysis below, the 

Proposed Action, along with other existing and planned development, would result in the 
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need for expanded landfill capacity. Expansion of the regional landfill could result in a 

significant indirect effect. Mitigation would not reduce this effect to less than significant. 

A residual significant effect would remain after mitigation. No direct effects would occur. 

Materials Recovery Facility Capacity  

The Proposed Action would include commercial and residential uses that would generate 

waste for processing at the MRF, as shown in Table 3.15-3. The Proposed Action would 

divert 8 tons (7 metric tons) each day to the MRF. This represents a net increase of up to 

1 percent of the existing amount that is processed, or less than 1 percent of the permitted 

capacity of the facility. As described above, the MRF would have adequate capacity to 

process waste from the City at buildout, including the waste generated under the Proposed 

Action. Based on the significance criteria listed above and for the same reasons presented 

above for the No Action Alternative, the indirect effect on MRF capacity would be less than 

significant. Mitigation is not required. No direct effects would occur. 

Landfill Capacity  

The Proposed Action would require the disposal of solid waste at the Regional Landfill, 

as shown in Table 3.15-3. As described above for the No Action Alternative, the waste 

disposed of under the Proposed Action could shorten the life span of the landfill, thus 

contributing to the need for additional landfill space. Based on the significance criteria listed 

above and for the same reasons presented above for the No Action Alternative, this 

represents a significant indirect effect. Assuming the expansion would take place at a site 

identified adjacent to the existing landfill, there would be effects similar to those for the 

existing landfill. However, since details about the expansion are not known, specific effects 

cannot be identified at this time. The landfill expansion would be required to undergo 

environmental review at the time it is proposed, and would be required to mitigate its 

potential effects to the extent feasible.  

As with the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would implement Mitigation 

Measure UTIL-5 that provides for the collection of fees that would be used to fund landfill 

expansion. As noted above, this measure is the same as Mitigation Measure WMM 4.11-7 in 

the Sierra Vista Specific Plan EIR and was adopted by the City of Roseville at the time of 

Westbrook project approval and will be enforced by the City. The measure provides for the 

collection of fees with which to expand the landfill. However, because the City of Roseville 

cannot guarantee landfill expansion beyond current plans, the Sierra Vista Specific Plan EIR 

determined that this mitigation measure would not reduce the effect to less than significant 

(City of Roseville 2010a). The USACE agrees with the conclusion in the Sierra Vista Specific 

Plan EIR and finds that a residual significant indirect effect would remain after mitigation. 

No direct effects would occur. 
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All Alts. Development of all of the alternatives would result in a demand for solid waste services that 

would be adequately handled by the existing MRF. This indirect effect would be less than 

significant. Mitigation is not required. However, as shown in the analysis below, all of the 

alternatives, along with other existing and planned development, would result in the need 

for expanded landfill capacity. Expansion of the regional landfill could result in a significant 

indirect effect. Mitigation would not reduce this effect to less than significant. A residual 

significant indirect effect would remain after mitigation. No direct effects would occur. 

Materials Recovery Facility Capacity  

All of the alternatives would include commercial and residential uses that would generate 

waste for processing at the MRF, as shown in Table 3.15-3. All of the alternatives would 

divert 8 tons (7 metric tons) (under the Reduced Footprint/Increased Density Alternative) to 

5 tons (4.5 metric tons) (One Half Acre Fill Alternative) each day to the MRF. This represents 

a net increase of up to 1 percent of the existing amount that is processed, or less than 

1 percent of the permitted capacity of the facility. As described above, the MRF would have 

adequate capacity to process waste from the City at buildout, including the waste generated 

under all the alternatives. Based on the significance criteria listed above and for the same 

reasons presented above for the No Action Alternative, the indirect effect on MRF capacity 

would be less than significant. Mitigation is not required. No direct effects would occur. 

Landfill Capacity  

All of the alternatives would require the disposal of solid waste at the Regional Landfill, as 

shown in Table 3.15-3. As described above for the No Action Alternative, the waste 

disposed of under all the alternatives could shorten the life span of the landfill, thus 

contributing to the need for additional landfill space. Based on the significance criteria listed 

above and for the same reasons presented above for the No Action Alternative, this 

represents an indirect significant effect. Assuming the expansion would take place at a site 

identified adjacent to the existing landfill, there would be effects similar to those for the 

existing landfill. However, since details about the expansion are not known, specific effects 

cannot be identified at this time. The landfill expansion would be required to undergo 

environmental review at the time it is proposed, and would be required to mitigate its 

potential effects to the extent feasible.  

As with the No Action Alternative, Mitigation Measure UTIL-5 would provide for the 

collection of fees that would be used to fund landfill expansion. As noted above, this 

measure is the same as Mitigation Measure WMM 4.11-7 in the Sierra Vista Specific Plan 

EIR. The USACE assumes that the City would impose the same mitigation measure on all 

the alternatives to address this effect. However, because the City cannot guarantee landfill 

expansion beyond current plans, this mitigation measure would not reduce the effect to less 

than significant. The USACE finds that a residual indirect significant effect would remain 

after mitigation. No direct effects would occur. 
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Mitigation Measure UTIL-5: Expand the Regional Landfill  

(Applicability – No Action, Proposed Action, and All Alternatives) 

Development in the SVSP Area and Urban Reserve [i.e., Westbrook project] shall pay collection fees to the City of 

Roseville, a portion of which shall be used to service bonds necessary to fund landfill expansion. As a member of the 

WPWMA, the City of Roseville can support the expansion of the landfill, as needed; however, the City cannot compel 

the WPWMA to expand the landfill. 

  

Impact UTIL-6 Increased Demand for Electricity, Natural Gas, and 

Telecommunications 

No Action 

Alt. 

The indirect effects of providing electricity, natural gas, and telecommunication service to 

the project site under the No Action Alternative would be less than significant. Mitigation 

is not required. No direct effects would occur. 

Electricity 

The development and implementation of the No Action Alternative would add land uses 

that would increase the demand for electrical services. The increased demand for electrical 

service is estimated to be less than the demand under the Proposed Action.  

The No Action Alternative would be served by the Fiddyment substation on Fiddyment 

Road and would tie into existing distribution system located in the West Roseville Specific 

Plan area to the east. Potential environmental effects that could occur as a result of tying into 

the existing electrical system and constructing the new electrical distribution system on the 

project site are addressed in other sections of this EIS. 

While development of the No Action Alternative will result in increased demand for 

electricity, the proposed infrastructure would be adequate to meet this demand. Because the 

City has access to 40 percent of its supply from the Roseville Energy Park and has an energy 

efficiency program that would reduce energy demands, the indirect effect would be less 

than significant. Mitigation is not required. No direct effects would occur. 

To the extent that increased electricity usage from the Proposed Action results in 

environmental effects due to fossil fuel consumption associated with power generation, such 

secondary effects are addressed in Section 3.5, Climate Change. 

Natural Gas 

The development of the No Action Alternative would increase the demand for natural gas. 

There are multiple opportunities for natural gas connections in the vicinity of the project site 

and adequate gas service would be available to serve the project site. 

The increased demand for natural gas under the No Action Alternative is estimated to be 

less than the demand under the proposed project. The project site would be connected to 
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existing points of connection nearby. Potential environmental effects that could occur as 

result of constructing the on-site natural gas distribution system are addressed throughout 

this EIS. Therefore, the indirect effect would be less than significant. Mitigation is not 

required. No direct effects would occur. To the extent that increased natural gas usage 

contributes to climate change, such effects are addressed in Section 3.5. 

Telecommunications 

The development of the project site will create an increased demand for cable television and 

telephone services. These additional services would be provided by private 

telecommunications companies and would be funded through developer fees and future 

customer billing. In addition, the telecommunications companies would be given the 

opportunity to review and comment on any proposed development requiring new service. 

All phone and cable lines would be installed in roadway rights-of-way, so there would not 

be any environmental effects beyond the construction effects identified in this EIS. 

Therefore, the demand for cable television and telephone services would result in indirect 

less than significant effects. Mitigation is not required. No direct effects would occur. 

Proposed 

Action 

The indirect effects of providing electricity, natural gas, and telecommunication service to 

the project site under the Proposed Action would be less than significant. Mitigation is not 

required. 

The Proposed Action would result in the demand for electricity, gas and 

telecommunications. The increased demand for electrical service is estimated to average 

16.3 megavolt amperes (MVA) peak demand8, and Roseville Electric has indicated that there 

are no constraints to providing a reliable energy source to serve the development of the 

Proposed Action (City of Roseville 2010a). The increased demand for natural gas is 

estimated to be approximately 157 thousand cubic feet per hour (4.4 thousand cubic meters 

per hour)9, and there is adequate natural gas supply to serve the Proposed Action according 

to PG&E (City of Roseville 2010a).  

The infrastructure necessary to support the Proposed Action would be similar to that 

described for the No Action Alternative. The facilities would be constructed within the 

project site and the environmental effects of these facilities have been evaluated in the 

remaining sections of this EIS. Based on the significance criteria listed above and for the 

same reasons presented above for the No Action Alternative, the indirect effects related to 

construction and operation of gas, electric, and telecommunication facilities would be less 

than significant. Mitigation is not required. No direct effects would occur. 

                                                        
8  This estimate includes the entire Urban Reserve (Chan and Richland parcels) within the Sierra Vista Specific Plan 

area. As a result, the electrical demand estimate for the Proposed Action is considered conservative. 

9  This estimate includes the entire Urban Reserve (Chan and Richland parcels) within the Sierra Vista Specific Plan 

area. As a result, the natural gas demand estimate for the Proposed Action is considered conservative. 
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Alts. 1 

through 5 

The indirect effects of providing electricity, natural gas, and telecommunication service to 

the project site under the on-site alternatives would be less than significant. Mitigation is 

not required. 

The on-site alternatives would result in the demand for electricity, gas and 

telecommunications. While the amount of gas and electricity use would vary under each on-

site alternative, the demands would be similar to the demands under the Proposed Action 

and the No Action Alternative. In addition, the infrastructure necessary to support each 

alternative would be similar to that described for the No Action Alternative. The facilities 

would be constructed within the project site and the environmental effects of these facilities 

have been evaluated in the remaining sections of this EIS. Based on the significance criteria 

listed above and for the same reasons presented above for the No Project Alternative, the 

indirect effects related to construction and operation of gas, electric, and telecommunication 

facilities would be less than significant. Mitigation is not required. No direct effects would 

occur. 

Off-Site Alt. The indirect effects of providing electricity, natural gas, and telecommunication service to 

the development under the Off-Site Alternative would be less than significant. Mitigation is 

not required. No direct effects would occur. 

The Off-Site Alternative would result in increased demand for electricity, gas, and 

telecommunications. The amount of gas and electricity used would be similar to the No 

Action Alternative as the Off-Site Alternative would result in a similar intensity of 

development. Roseville Electric would provide electrical service to the alternative site while 

PG&E would provide gas service to the alternative site.  

The Industrial Substation is located over 2 miles from the alternative site and as a result it 

would be infeasible to extend power from this existing station to the site. As a result, a new 

substation would be required to serve the Off-Site Alternative. It is recommended that the 

new substation be located on a 0.5-acre site adjacent to the existing natural gas fired peaking 

facility in the southeastern portion of the alternative site near the City limit (Corral 2012). 

A distribution system from the station to each individual property on the alternative site 

would also need to be constructed. Potential environmental effects that could occur from the 

construction of the substation and installation of the distribution system are addressed in 

other sections of this EIS. 

To provide natural gas to the alternative site, gas distribution lines would need to be 

extended to the site from nearby points of connection. Telecommunication companies would 

also install telecommunication facilities in the alternative site that would extend from 

existing points of connection in the area. To the extent that gas and telecommunication 

facilities would be constructed within the alternative site, the environmental effects of these 

facilities have been evaluated in the remaining sections of this EIS.  

Based on the significance criteria listed above and for the same reasons presented above for 

the Proposed Action, the indirect effects of the Off-Site Alternative related to construction 

and operation of gas, electric, and telecommunication facilities would be less than 
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significant. Mitigation is not required. No direct effects would occur. 

  

3.15.6 RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS 

The indirect effects under Impact UTIL-5 would remain significant under the Proposed Action and all 

alternatives after mitigation. All of the other indirect effects would either be less than significant or would 

be reduced to less than significant with mitigation. No direct effects would occur. 

3.15.7 CUMULATIVE IMPACT 

Cumulative Impact UTIL-1 Effect on Water Supply 

No Action 

Alt., 

Proposed 

Action, and 

Alts. 1 

through 5 

The cumulative effect from the No Action Alternative, Proposed Action, and all on-site 

alternatives on water supply would be mitigated but would remain significant and 

unavoidable.  

As shown in Table 3.15-4, Potable Water Demand at Buildout, development of the 

Proposed Action would increase the annual demand for water in the City’s service area by 

about 934 afy (115 hmy). The other on-site alternatives, including the No Action Alternative, 

would require smaller volumes of water annually because each alternative would build a 

somewhat reduced community on the project site compared to the Proposed Action. As the 

demand associated with the Proposed Action is the highest for all the on-site alternatives 

considered in this analysis, the cumulative impact is analyzed below for the Proposed 

Action. The same analysis would apply to all the alternatives except that the contribution of 

the on-site alternatives to the cumulative impact would be proportionally smaller.  

 

Table 3.15-4 

Potable Water Demand at Buildout (Acre-Feet Per Year) 

 

Emissions Source Net Water Demand 

No Action Alternative 760 

Proposed Action 934 

Alternative 1 785 

Alternative 2 751 

Alternative 3 763 

Alternative 4 677 

Alternative 5 650 

    

Source: City of Roseville 2012; Mackay & Somps 2012 

Potable water demand for the Proposed Action was obtained from the WSA prepared for the Proposed Action. 

MacKay & Somps estimated potable water for the Proposed Action demand at 1,095 acre-feet per year, which is 

slightly higher than potable water demand estimate in the WSA. As the difference between the potable demand 

estimate in the WSA and the estimate provided by MacKay & Somps is not substantial, the estimate provided in the 

WSA was utilized in the analysis. 
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 Development of the Proposed Action, along with other foreseeable future development 

within the City and outside the City’s current boundaries, including buildout of the City’s 

General Plan, the Creekview Specific Plan, the Sierra Vista Specific Plan, and Reason Farms 

Panhandle, would exceed the City’s existing currently contracted surface water supplies. 

Total cumulative water demand at City buildout plus City-approved projects is estimated at 

68,732 afy (8,478 hectare-meters per year) as shown in Table 3.15-5, Cumulative Water 

Demand. This is 9,832 afy (1,213 hmy) more than the City’s Water Forum Agreement 

limitation on diversions from the American River in wet/normal years of 58,900 afy 

(7,264 hmy), and 2,732 afy (337 hectare-meters per year) more than the City’s total 

normal/wet year water supply contracts of 66,000 afy (8,140 hmy). With the additional 

4,462 afy of recycled water available in combination with diversions from the American 

River in wet/normal years, the total water supply shortfall would be 5,370 afy (662 hectare-

meters per year). Table 3.15-5 also provides the water supply shortfall that would occur 

with the addition of the Amoruso Specific Plan and Placer Ranch Specific Plan which have 

not been approved. With the addition of these projects awaiting approval, the total water 

supply shortfall would be 10,421 afy (1,286 hectare-meters per year). 

 

 

Table 3.15-5 

Cumulative Water Demand 

 

Development  

Surface Water 

Demand (afy) 

Approved Projects  

City Buildout Demand 62,695 

Proposed Action 934 

Sierra Vista Specific Plan 3,609 

Sierra Vista Urban Reserve (Chan Property) 164 

Creekview Specific Plan 787 

Reason Farms Panhandle 543 

Total Demand 68,732 

Total Water Contracts 66,000 

American River Allocation per WFA (Normal/Wet Years) 58,900 

Recycled Water 4,462 

Total Supply  63,362 

Near Term Water Supply Shortfall (afy) 5,370 

Projects Awaiting Approval  

Amoruso Specific Plan 1,210 

Placer Ranch Specific Plan 3,956 

Long Term Water Supply Shortfall (afy) 10,536 

    

Source: City of Roseville 2010a; City of Roseville 2012; Mackay & Somps 2012 
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 Because the pace and timing of regional developments in the study area is currently 

unknown, and because some of the above-referenced pending projects currently 

contemplated by the City’s General Plan may never come to fruition, the specific additional 

water supplies and the timing for obtaining them to serve potential future projects are 

uncertain. In addition to the City’s full use of its Water Forum Agreement allocation of 

surface water from the American River, it is likely that future water supply would come 

from one or more of the following sources: additional cooperative agreements between 

Water Forum Agreement water purveyors for surface water from the American River, 

mandatory conservation measures, and new surface water supplies from the Sacramento 

River. The PCWA intends to pursue a new water supply source from the Sacramento River 

to address demands from full buildout within the service area. The PCWA began the initial 

environmental studies necessary for the proposed water diversions from the Sacramento 

River in 2003, but the plans were put on hold. The City may partner with the PCWA to 

pursue the new water supply source. 

Furthermore, because the City’s surface water supply under the Water Forum Agreement is 

insufficient to meet all demands during drier water years, the City’s cumulative buildout 

demand (defined in this context to go beyond the current General Plan boundary) would 

require additional groundwater withdrawals in years when the surface supply is projected 

to be insufficient to fully meet the demand. Future urban growth would result in additional 

demands for surface and groundwater in the project area. Future water demands, as 

developed from community General Plan scenarios and other land use projections, are 

considered in the water supply operations model used for CVP and State Water Project 

(SWP) for planning purposes. However, there are several large water supply projects that 

have not been assessed through the current water supply operations modeling (i.e., 

California Department of Water Resources CALSIM II model) in a comprehensive manner. 

Additionally, there has been no comprehensive assessment of the future cumulative 

conditions that addresses new federal rules to protect endangered species, which directly 

and indirectly influence regional water supplies through obligations imposed on the 

integrated CVP/SWP operations. Climate change also may result in additional uncertain 

effects to future water supply conditions and CVP/SWP operations. In short, the CVP/SWP 

system is facing an unprecedented level of uncertainty that makes it impossible for lead 

agencies such as the USACE to predict the future without a great deal of speculation. 

While water demand associated with buildout of the City’s General Plan and the Proposed 

Action would be supplied by existing and assured sources of water, and as a matter of 

policy, the City will not approve new specific plans or other projects absent sufficient water 

for buildout of such plans and projects, any increase in water demand in a region that does 

not have adequate and assured water supplies for cumulative development has the potential 

to result in a significant cumulative impact on water resources. No mitigation measure that 

is within the control of the USACE is available to address the potentially significant 
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cumulative impact. Therefore the effect would be significant and unavoidable.  

Off-Site Alt. Development of the Off-Site Alternative, along with other foreseeable future development 

within Placer County, including current demands on PCWA contracted water, would not 

exceed the PCWA’s existing currently contracted surface water supplies. Buildout of the 

project is expected by 2035. The cumulative effect from the Off-Site Alternative on water 

supply would be less than significant.  

The PCWA projects that 262,838 afy (32,421 hmy) of water supplies will be available to 

western Placer County in 2035. Total cumulative water demand in 2035 for western Placer 

County (Zones 1 and 5) served by PCWA, including the water needed to serve the Off-Site 

Alternative, is estimated at 215,921 afy (26,633 hmy) as shown in Table 3.15-6, Cumulative 

Water Demand in 2035. As the data shows, there would be adequate supply to serve the 

cumulative demand, including the demand associated with the Off-Site Alternative. The 

cumulative impact would be less than significant. 

 

Table 3.15-6 

Cumulative Water Demand in 2035 

 

Development Area Surface Water Demand (afy) 

PCWA Zones 1 and 51 214,955 

Off-Site Alternative 966 

Total Demand 215,921 

PCWA Water Supply to Zones 1 and 5 262,838 

PCWA Surplus 46,917 

    

Source: Mackay & Somps 2012; Placer County Water Agency 2011 

Notes: 
1 Includes contracted demand from the San Juan Water District, the Sacramento Suburban Water District, and 

the City of Roseville. 

 

 The water supply infrastructure is capable of serving the existing needs and the Off-Site 

Alternative. However, cumulative growth in western Placer County would require 

infrastructure improvements. There are no infrastructure limitations on the delivery of 

Yuba/Bear River water. However, existing infrastructure is not currently able to deliver all 

water contracted to PCWA from the American River and Sacramento River. PCWA has a 

variety of completed and planned infrastructure projects which would provide enough 

water to accommodate the cumulative demand for water. A new American River Pump 

Station was completed in 2008, which increased the raw water delivery capacity to western 

Placer County (PCWA 2008). An additional pipeline would be needed to supply the 

alternative site with water from the American River Pump Station. Two water conveyance 

projects are underway currently. The Auburn Tunnel Outlet Modification Project would 

supply water from the North Fork of the American River to western Placer County. The 
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project was completed at the end of 2012 and operational testing is ongoing as of this year 

(PCWA 2013). The Ophir Road Pipelines Project would construct part of the transmission 

main for the future Ophir Road Water Treatment Plant to deliver irrigation water from the 

American River and is expected to be complete in mid-2013 (PCWA 2012b). Given the small 

amount of water needed for the development under the Off-Site Alternative and the 

proximity of the alternative site to existing and planned infrastructure, the Off-Site 

Alternative would not contribute substantially to the need for pipeline improvements. 

In summary, the cumulative water demand in the PCWA service area would be supplied by 

PCWA’s existing currently contracted surface water supplies and cumulative impact to 

long-term water supply would be less than significant.  
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4.0 OTHER STATUTORY REQUIREMENTS 

4.1 INTRODUCTION 

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires that an EIS include the following categories of 

environmental consequences:  

 irreversible and irretrievable commitment of resources,  

 adverse environmental effects that cannot be avoided,  

 the relationship between short-term uses of the environment and maintenance and enhancement 

of long-term productivity, and 

 energy requirements and conservation potential. 

In addition, NEPA requires that an EIS include a discussion of growth-inducing effects and a discussion 

about how the project would comply with federal, state, and local laws, policies, and plans.  

4.2 IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF 

RESOURCES 

NEPA requires that an environmental analysis include identification of “any irreversible and irretrievable 

commitments of resources that would be involved in the Proposed Action should it be implemented” 

(40 CFR 1502.16). Irreversible and irretrievable resource commitments are related to the use of 

nonrenewable resources and the effects that this use could have on future generations. Irreversible effects 

result primarily from the use or destruction of a specific resource (e.g., energy and minerals) that cannot 

be replaced within a reasonable time frame. Irretrievable resource commitments involve the loss in value 

of an affected resource as a result of the action that cannot be restored (e.g., extinction of a Threatened or 

Endangered species or the disturbance of a cultural resource). 

Both construction and operation of uses allowed by the Proposed Action would necessarily lead to the 

consumption of limited, slowly renewable, and non-renewable resources, committing such resources to 

uses that future generations would be unable to reverse. Construction of uses allowed by the Proposed 

Action would result in the irreversible or irretrievable commitment of slowly renewable or nonrenewable 

resources such as lumber; metals such as iron, copper, and lead; aggregate materials used in concrete and 

asphalt such as sand and stone; petroleum-based construction materials such as plastics; and fossil fuels 

in construction vehicles and equipment. 

Once the residential units and commercial uses allowed by the Proposed Action are occupied and 

operational, there would be continued commitment of fossil fuels, such as oil and natural gas, for the 

operations of building systems and the movement of goods and people to and from the residential and 

commercial uses. Title 24 of the California Administrative Code regulates the amount of energy 

consumed by new development for heating, cooling, ventilation, and lighting purposes. Nevertheless, the 

consumption of such resources would represent a long-term commitment of those resources. 
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4.3 SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS THAT CANNOT BE AVOIDED 

NEPA requires disclosure of significant environmental effects that cannot be avoided (40 Code of Federal 

Regulations [CFR] 1502.1). Even with implementation of the proposed mitigation, the Proposed Action 

would result in significant and unavoidable effects to the following resources: 

Impact AES-1 Effect on Scenic Vistas 

Impact AES-3 Degradation of Visual Character of the Project Site 

Impact AES-4 Effects from New Sources of Light and Glare 

Impact AQ-1 Criteria Pollutant Emissions Associated with Construction 

Impact AQ-2 Criteria Pollutant Emissions Associated with Occupancy/Operation 

Impact GHG-2 Greenhouse gas (GHG) Emissions due to Operation/Occupancy 

Impact NOISE-1 Construction Noise and Vibration 

Impact NOISE-3 Increase in Traffic Noise at Buildout (Year 2025) 

Impact TRA-1 Increased Traffic at City of Roseville Intersections 

Impact TRA-6 Increased Traffic at State Highway Intersections and Segments 

Impact UTIL-5 Increased Demand for Solid Waste Services 

4.4 RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SHORT-TERM USES OF THE 

ENVIRONMENT AND MAINTENANCE AND ENHANCEMENT OF 

LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY 

NEPA requires consideration of the relationship between short-term uses of the environment and long-

term productivity associated with a project (40 CFR 1502.16). This comparison is generally interpreted to 

recognize that a short-term (temporary) use of the environment may enable the advancement of long-

term community needs. For example, construction of a school would negatively affect traffic and air 

quality in the short-term, but would fulfill a long-term community need to provide adequate educational 

facilities for its residents. A community might be willing to accept this trade-off. 

Implementation of the Proposed Action would result in temporary and short-term construction-related 

impacts associated predominantly with traffic, emissions of air pollutants, greenhouse gas emissions, and 

noise. The project applicant would implement mitigation measures identified in each resource section to 

reduce these impacts to the extent feasible.  

Once the residential and commercial uses are established and occupied, the Proposed Action would 

result in increased demand for goods and services. The Proposed Action would therefore enhance the 

long-term economic productivity of the region. In addition, the provision of housing would fulfill a long-

term community need. 
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4.5 GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS 

NEPA identifies growth-inducing effects in the context of indirect effects. The indirect effects of a 

Proposed Action may include growth-inducing effects and other effects related to induced changes in the 

pattern of land use, population density or growth rate, and related effects on air, water, and other natural 

systems or ecosystems (40 CFR 1508(b)). 

A project may indirectly foster growth in a geographic area if: (1) the project removes an impediment to 

growth (e.g., the establishment of an essential public service, the provision of new access to an area, a 

change in zoning or general plan approval); or (2) there is economic expansion in response to the project 

(e.g., changes in revenue base, employment expansion).  

An evaluation of the Proposed Action relative to these criteria is provided below.  

4.5.1 Elimination of Obstacles of Growth 

Removal of Infrastructure Limitations or Provision of Capacity 

The elimination of physical obstacles to growth can result in unforeseen growth. A number of physical 

constraints to growth currently exist in the vicinity of the project, specifically in the area west of 

Fiddyment Road, north of Baseline Road. In summary, the primary growth obstacles in the area today 

include limited capacity of the roadway, potable water, recycled water, wastewater, and electric 

distribution systems serving the western portion of the City of Roseville.  

The Proposed Action and on-site alternatives would remove roadway capacity limitations through the 

construction of many other on-site roadways that would connect the site with the existing roadway 

system. The construction of these roadway improvements would facilitate the expansion of urban 

development into an area where none currently exists. 

The extension of water, wastewater, and recycled water service to the project site would not necessarily 

eliminate a physical obstacle to growth as the Proposed Action would not increase the capacity of these 

systems for serving future development.  

However, the Proposed Action is not the only project in the region that proposes to extend development 

further west into southwestern Placer County. The western growth pattern is further reinforced by other 

projects in the region. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) has received Section 404 Permit 

applications for filling waters of the U.S. within new development projects north and south of Baseline 

Road, including Sierra Vista Specific Plan in the City of Roseville and Placer Vineyards Specific Plan in 

unincorporated Placer County. Sierra Vista Specific Plan would extend development south of the project 

site to Baseline Road, Placer Vineyards would extend development almost as far as the Sutter County 

line, and Sutter Pointe Specific Plan would eventually become a new city. Placer County has approved 

the Riolo Vineyards and Regional University development projects, and has identified the Curry Creek 

area for development, all located west of the project site. These projects would include their own 

infrastructure extensions and it is not planned that they would rely on the infrastructure improvements 

of the Proposed Action. 
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Therefore, development further west into southwestern Placer County would still occur if the Proposed 

Action is not developed; however, implementation of the Proposed Action or alternatives could facilitate 

future growth through the extension and expansion of major roadways.  

4.5.2 Economic Effects 

The analysis of economic effects is based on the multiplier effect. A multiplier is an economic concept that 

describes inter-relationships among various sectors of the economy. The multiplier effect provides a 

quantitative description of the direct employment effect of a project, as well as indirect and induced 

employment growth. The multiplier effect acknowledges that the on-site employment and population 

growth of each project is not the complete picture of growth caused by the project (City of Roseville 

2010). 

Stimulation of Economic Activity 

The proposed land uses of the Proposed Action are anticipated to generate approximately 1,140 direct 

jobs (City of Roseville 2010).1 Additional local employment can be generated indirectly through 

expenditure patterns of direct employment associated with the project. For example, workers in offices in 

the commercial and business professional zones of the Proposed Action would spend money in the local 

economy. The expenditure of the money from employees would result in additional jobs. Indirect jobs 

tend to be in relative proximity to the places of employment and residences. The indirect jobs multiplier 

effect is shown in Table 4.0-1, Employment Growth, below. The multiplier effect also considers the 

secondary effect of employee expenditures. Thus it includes the economic effect of the dollars spent by 

the employees who support other businesses within the project site. 

 

Table 4.0-1 

Employment Growth 

 

Project Component 

Direct 

Employment 

Indirect 

Factor 

Indirect 

Employment 

Total Direct 

and Indirect 

Employment 

Commercial 1,140 0.07 80 1,220 

    

Source: City of Roseville 2010 

 

In addition to direct and indirect employment, the Proposed Action may also result in induced 

employment. Induced employment follows the economic effect of employment beyond the expenditures 

of the employees within a project area to include jobs created by the stream of goods and services 

necessary to support businesses within the project. For example, when a manufacturer buys or sells 

products, the employment associated with those transactions is considered induced employment. 

                                                        
1  It is assumed that this direct employment figure captures the jobs that would be generated by the household 

expenditures of the residents within the project site. 
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Increased future employment generated by resident and employee spending ultimately results in 

physical development of space to accommodate those employees. It is the characteristics of this physical 

space and its specific location that will determine the type and magnitude of environmental impacts of 

the additional economic activity. Although the economic effect can be estimated, the actual 

environmental implications of this type of economic growth are too speculative to predict or evaluate, 

because they can be spread throughout the Sacramento metropolitan region and beyond. 

The Proposed Action would also stimulate economic activity while the construction of the residential 

subdivisions is underway. Construction activities would generate short-term construction jobs in the area 

as well as additional jobs and income from the purchase of building materials and equipment and other 

spending associated with construction.  

4.6 ENERGY REQUIREMENTS AND CONSERVATION POTENTIAL 

Construction and operation of the Proposed Action would result in an increase in energy demand over 

existing conditions. Energy would be required to build and maintain commercial, residential, and other 

uses proposed under the Specific Plan. Short-term energy usage would be from construction vehicles and 

equipment used to grade and construct residential and commercial developments. Long-term energy 

usage would be mostly from energy to power the homes and businesses and fuel for vehicles traveling to 

and from the development site. All new buildings that are constructed under the Proposed Action would 

be subject to Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations, which establishes energy efficiency standards 

for new development in the state.  

Demand for electricity and natural gas is evaluated in Impact UTIL-6, in Section 3.15, Utilities and 

Service Systems. In addition, the proposed Mitigation Measure GHG-2 would require the 

implementation of energy efficiency and conservation strategies.  

4.7 COMPLIANCE WITH OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL LAWS AND 

REGULATIONS 

4.7.1 Federal 

National Environmental Policy Act 

NEPA (42 United States Code [USC] 4321; 40 CFR Section 1500.1) applies to all federal agencies that 

manage, regulate, or fund projects or programs that could have environmental effects. It requires federal 

agencies to disclose and consider the environmental implications of their proposed actions. NEPA 

requires the preparation of an appropriate document to ensure that federal agencies accomplish the law’s 

purposes. 

Clean Water Act 

The Clean Water Act (CWA) is the principal federal law protecting the quality and integrity of the 

nation’s surface waters. The CWA offers a range of mechanisms to reduce pollutant input to waterways, 

manage polluted runoff, and finance municipal wastewater treatment facilities. Permit review serves as 
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the CWA’s principal regulatory tool; CWA regulation operates on the premise that all discharges to 

jurisdictional waters are unlawful unless specifically authorized by a permit.  

Under Section 404 of CWA, discharges of dredged or fill material into waters of the U.S. are prohibited 

without a permit from the USACE. Among other regulatory program requirements, an applicant for a 

Department of the Army (DA) permit involving a discharge must demonstrate under the U.S. 

Environmental Protection Agency’s (USEPA’s) 404(b)(1) guidelines that the proposed activity is the least 

environmentally damaging practicable alternative that achieves the project's overall purpose. 

Section 401 of the CWA requires certification from the state to ensure compliance with state water quality 

standards for any activity that may result in a discharge to a water body. A project that would result in 

the discharge of any pollutant, including soil, into waters and wetlands requires coordination with the 

appropriate California Regional Water Quality Control Board to obtain Section 401 certification. 

Section 303(d) requires states to list surface waters not attaining (or not expected to attain) water quality 

standards after the application of technology-based effluent limits, and states must prepare and 

implement a total maximum daily load for all listed waters. For point source discharges to surface water, 

the Clean Water Act authorizes the USEPA or approved states to administer the National Pollutant 

Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Program. 

Farmland Protection Policy Act 

The Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA) was enacted in 1981 to minimize the conversion of the 

nation’s farmland to non-agricultural uses under federal projects and programs. The Act assures that 

—to the extent possible—federal programs are administered to be compatible with state, local units of 

government, and private programs and policies to protect farmland. The FPPA does not authorize the 

federal government to regulate the use of private or nonfederal land or in any way affect the property 

rights of owners. 

For the purpose of FPPA, farmland includes prime farmland, unique farmland, and land of statewide or 

local importance. The Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), which is an agency of the U.S. 

Department of Agriculture, oversees the FPPA and maintains an inventory of farmland in the U.S. The 

NRCS delegates the responsibility for designating farmland to appropriate local and state officials. The 

California Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP) is a supporting program that maps 

farmland in the State of California. 

Clean Air Act 

The federal Clean Air Act (CAA), passed in 1970 and last amended in 1990, forms the basis for the 

national air pollution control effort. Basic elements of the act include national ambient air quality 

standards for major air pollutants, hazardous air pollutants standards, state attainment plans, motor 

vehicle emissions standards, stationary source emissions standards and permits, acid rain control 

measures, stratospheric ozone protection, and enforcement provisions. 
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In the 1990 CAA Amendments, Congress added specific provisions to the conformity requirements for 

transportation actions. Conformity requires that federal agencies demonstrate their actions’ consistency 

with state implementation plans. These conformity requirements have also been determined to apply to 

air quality. A USEPA final rule states that a conformity determination of a federal action is required for 

“each pollutant where the total of direct and indirect emissions” caused by the action equals or exceeds 

the emissions limits established in the rule. 

Endangered Species Act 

The Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973, as amended, protects fish and wildlife species, and their 

habitats that have been identified as Threatened or Endangered. Section 7 of the ESA requires federal 

agencies to aid in the conservation and recovery of listed species and to ensure that their activities will 

not jeopardize the continued existence of listed species or adversely modify designated critical habitat. 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) in the Department of the Interior and the National Oceanic 

and Atmospheric Administration Fisheries in the Department of Commerce share responsibility for 

administration of the federal ESA. 

Migratory Bird Treaty Act 

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) of 1918 protects migratory bird species from take. Take, under the 

MBTA, is defined as the action of, or an attempt to, pursue, hunt, shoot, capture, collect, or kill (50 CFR 

10.12). The definition differentiates between intentional take (take that is the purpose of the activity in 

question) and unintentional take (take that results from, but is not the purpose of, the activity in 

question). Under the MBTA, projects that are likely to result in take of birds protected under the MBTA 

would require the issuance of take permits from the USFWS. Activities that would require such a permit 

would include destruction of migratory bird nesting habitat during the nesting season when eggs or 

young are likely to be present. 

National Historic Preservation Act 

The National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), as amended, directs federal agencies to integrate historic 

preservation into all activities that either directly or indirectly involve land use decisions. The NHPA 

establishes the National Register of Historic Places, and defines federal criteria for determining the 

historical significance of archaeological sites, historic buildings, and other resources. Under Section 106 of 

the NHPA the lead federal lead agency is required to identify the area of potential effects for its 

undertaking; to identify any potential historic properties within the area of potential effects; to apply the 

National Register criteria of significance to determine whether any of the identified properties qualify as 

historic properties (that is, cultural resources that meet the significance criteria that determine their 

eligibility for listing on the National Register of Historic Places); and determine whether the 

undertaking’s effects on eligible historic properties would be adverse. The NHPA is administered by the 

National Park Service, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, State Historic Preservation Office 

(SHPO), and each federal agency. 



4.0 Other Statutory Requirements 

Impact Sciences 4.0-8 Westbrook Draft EIS 

USACE #2005-00938  May 2013 

Executive Order 12898 – Environmental Justice 

On February 11, 1994, the president issued Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address 

Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations. The order focuses federal 

attention on the relationship between the environment and human health conditions of minority 

communities and calls on agencies to make achieving environmental justice part of their mission. The 

Order requires the USEPA and all federal and state agencies receiving federal funds to identify and 

address disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of their programs, 

policies, and activities on minority and low-income populations. It also requires the agencies to develop 

strategies to address this problem. 

Earthquake Hazards Reduction Act  

The Earthquake Hazards Reduction Act—enacted in 1977 and amended several times, most recently in 

2004—established the National Earthquake Hazards Reduction Program (NEHRP) as a means to address 

earthquake risks to life and property in the nation’s seismically active states, including but not limited to 

California. The Act charges NEHRP with the following specific activities. 

 Developing effective measures for earthquake hazards reduction.  

 Promoting the adoption of earthquake hazards reduction measures at federal, state, and local 

levels through a program of grants, contracts, cooperative agreements, and technical assistance; 

and through the development of standards, guidelines, and voluntary consensus codes for 

earthquake hazards reduction for buildings, structures, and lifelines. 

 Developing and maintaining a repository of information on seismic risk and hazards reduction.  

 Improving the understanding of earthquakes and their effects through interdisciplinary research 

that involves engineering, natural sciences, and social, economic, and decisions sciences; and  

 Developing, operating, and maintaining an Advanced National Seismic Research and Monitoring 

System. 

NEHRP is overseen by the Interagency Coordinating Committee on Earthquake Hazards Reduction, 

made of the directors of the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), the United States 

Geological Survey (USGS); the National Science Foundation; the Office of Science and Technology Policy; 

and the Office of Management and Budget. 

Toxic Substances Control Act 

The Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) of 1976 provides the USEPA with authority to require 

reporting, record-keeping, testing requirements, and restrictions relating to chemical substances and/or 

mixtures. TSCA addresses the production, importation, use, and disposal of specific chemicals including 

PCBs, asbestos, radon, and lead-based paint. Certain substances are generally excluded from TSCA, 

including, among others, food, drugs, cosmetics and pesticides. For the past decade, the USEPA has 

focused efforts on protecting citizens from existing chemicals by making basic screening-level toxicity 

information publicly available. In 2008, the USEPA expanded those efforts with the Chemical Assessment 

and Management Program (ChAMP). 
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Solid Waste Disposal Act and Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 

The Solid Waste Disposal Act (SWDA) (42 USC Sections 6901–6992(k)), which includes as a subsection the 

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) (42 USC sections 6921–6939(e)), creates a “cradle-to-

grave” (from manufacture to disposal) regulatory system for hazardous wastes, and delegates substantial 

authority to the states for waste management under USEPA supervision. RCRA requires the USEPA to 

adopt criteria for identifying hazardous wastes, to formulate a list of designated hazardous wastes, and to 

set forth standards for facilities that handle them. 

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act 

The Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) (42 USC 

sections 9601–9675), which was later amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act 

of 1986 (SARA), sets forth regulations for cleanup of hazardous wastes after improper disposal; identifies 

federal response authority; and outlines responsibilities and liabilities of potentially responsible parties 

(parties who have control over the hazardous material itself, the property where hazardous material has 

been disposed or spilled, the vehicle that it was spilled from, etc.). The CERCLA also specifies where 

Superfund money can be used for site cleanup. Notably, CERCLA cross-references other statutes for 

hazardous material definition, but permits the USEPA to add materials as their hazardous properties 

become known. 

Safe Drinking Water Act 

The Safe Drinking Water Act of 1974, amended in 1986 and again in 1996, is the cornerstone federal law 

protecting drinking water quality. It gives the USEPA authority to establish drinking water standards 

and to oversee the water providers (cities, counties, water districts, and agencies) who implement those 

standards, and also includes provisions for the protection of surface waters and wetlands in support of 

drinking water quality. 

In California, the USEPA delegates some of its Safe Drinking Water Act implementation authority to the 

California Department of Public Health’s Division of Drinking Water and Environmental Management 

(DPH), which administers a wide range of regulatory programs relevant to potable water supply quality 

and safety. 

4.7.2 State 

Williamson Act 

The California Land Conservation Act, also known as the Williamson Act, was adopted in 1965 in order 

to encourage the preservation of the state’s agricultural lands and to prevent its premature conversion to 

urban uses. In order to preserve these uses, this act established an agricultural preserve contract 

procedure by which any county or city within the state taxes landowners at a lower rate using a scale 

based on the actual use of the land for agricultural purposes, as opposed to its unrestricted market value. 

In return, the owners guarantee that these properties would remain under agricultural production for a 

10-year period. This contract is renewed automatically unless a notice of non-renewal is filed by the 
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owner. In this manner, each agricultural preserve contract (at any given date) is always operable at least 

nine years into the future. As part of the Williamson Act, the state provides subventions to local 

participating governments. Subventions provide fiscal assistance to local governments to take part in the 

land preservation program. 

California Clean Air Act 

The California Clean Air Act (CCAA) establishes an air quality management process that generally 

parallels the federal process. The CCAA focuses on attainment of the state ambient air quality standards 

that are more stringent than the federal standards for certain pollutants and measurement periods. 

The CCAA requires that air districts prepare an air quality attainment plan if the district violates state air 

quality standards for carbon monoxide, sulfur dioxide, nitrogen oxide, and ozone, but does not require 

an attainment plan for exceedances in particulate matter 10 microns in diameter or smaller (PM10) 

standards. The CCAA requires that the state air quality standards be met as expeditiously as practicable, 

but it does not set precise attainment deadlines. 

The air quality attainment plan requirements established by the CCAA are based on the severity of air 

pollution problems caused by locally generated emissions. Upwind air pollution control districts are 

required to establish and implement emission control programs commensurate with the extent of 

pollutant transport to downwind districts. 

California Air Resources Board and Ambient Air Quality Standards 

The State of California and the federal government have established ambient air quality standards for 

several different pollutants. For some pollutants, separate standards have been established for different 

periods. Most standards have been set to protect public health. For some pollutants, standards have been 

based on other standards, such as protection of crops, materials, or avoidance of nuisance conditions. 

California Endangered Species Act 

The California Endangered Species Act (CESA) (California Fish and Game Code Section 2050 et seq.) 

establishes state policy to conserve, protect, restore, and enhance Threatened or Endangered species and 

their habitats. CESA mandates that state agencies should not approve projects that jeopardize the 

continued existence of Threatened or Endangered species if reasonable and prudent alternatives are 

available that would avoid jeopardy. For projects that would affect a species that is both federally and 

state listed, compliance with CESA satisfies CESA if the California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

(CDFW) determines that the federal incidental take authorization is consistent with CESA under 

California Fish and Game Code Section 2080.1. CDFW administers CESA and authorizes take through 

Section 2081 on a discretionary basis and with the issuance of an incidental take permit (except for species 

designated as fully protected). 

California Native Plant Protection Act 

The California Native Plant Protection Act preserves, protects, and enhances Endangered native plants in 

California. The act gave the California Fish and Game Commission the power to designate native plants 
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as Endangered, Threatened, or Rare, and to require permits for collecting, transporting, or selling such 

plants. 

Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act 

The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act is the principal state law governing water quality 

regulation in California. The Porter-Cologne Act established a comprehensive program to protect water 

quality and the beneficial uses of water, and established the State Water Resources Control Board 

(SWRCB) and nine Regional Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCBs) which are charged with 

implementing its provisions, and have primary responsibility for protecting water quality in California. 

The SWRCB is the primary state agency responsible for protecting the quality of the state’s surface and 

groundwater supplies, but much of the daily implementation of water quality regulations is carried out 

by the nine RWQCBs. 

The RWQCBs issue NPDES permits for waste discharges to surface water from both point and nonpoint 

sources. The NPDES permit system includes an individual permit system for municipal wastewater 

treatment plants and several categories of stormwater discharges. General NPDES stormwater permits 

apply to industrial facilities and any general ground-disturbing construction activity greater than 1 acre 

(0.4 hectare). Before construction of such projects, applicants must submit a Notice of Intent (NOI) to the 

RWQCB and prepare a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). A SWPPP generally describes 

proposed construction activities, receiving waters, stormwater discharge locations, and best management 

practices that will be used to reduce project construction effects on receiving water quality.  

California Health and Safety Code 7050.5 and Public Resources Code 5097.98 

Under the California Health and Safety Code, the intentional disturbance, mutilation, or removal of 

interred human remains is a misdemeanor. The code requires that, upon discovery of human remains 

outside of a dedicated cemetery, the County Coroner must be notified and further ground disturbance 

must cease until the County Coroner makes a report determining whether the find represents a crime 

scene or a Native American burial. If the Coroner recognizes the remains to be those of a Native 

American, he must contact the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) within 24 hours. Public 

Resources Code 5097.98 sets forth procedures by which the NAHC may identify a Most Likely 

Descendant, who may inspect the remains and consult with the landowner to provide for the respectful 

treatment and/or reinterment of the remains. 

Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act 

The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act (Alquist-Priolo Act) (California Public Resources Code 

Sec 2621 et seq.) charges the State of California with defining hazard corridors (Earthquake Fault Zones) 

along active faults, within which local jurisdictions must strictly regulate construction; in particular, the 

Alquist-Priolo Act prohibits construction of structures intended for human occupancy (defined for 

purposes of the Alquist-Priolo Act as more than 2,000 person-hours per year) across active faults. The 

Alquist-Priolo Act establishes a legal definition for the term active, defines criteria for identifying active 

faults, and establishes a process for reviewing building proposals in and adjacent to defined Earthquake 
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Fault Zones, to be implemented by the state’s local jurisdictions (cities and counties), who typically do so 

through the building permit review process. 

Seismic Hazards Mapping Act 

The Seismic Hazards Mapping Act of 1990 (California Public Resources Code Sections 2690–2699.6) 

addresses secondary earthquake-related hazards, including liquefaction and seismically induced 

landslides. Like the Alquist-Priolo Act, the Seismic Hazards Mapping Act charges the state with mapping 

areas subject to hazards, and makes cities and counties responsible for regulating development for 

human occupancy within mapped Seismic Hazard Zones. In practice, as with the Alquist-Priolo Act, local 

jurisdiction building permit review serves as the primary mechanism for controlling public exposure to 

seismic risks, since cities and counties are prohibited from issuing development permits for sites within 

Seismic Hazard Zones until or unless appropriate site-specific geologic/geotechnical investigations have 

been carried out and measures to avoid or reduce damage have been incorporated into the development 

proposal. Like the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone Maps, the maps produced by the Seismic 

Hazards Mapping Program are useful as a first-order risk assessment tool for liquefaction and seismically 

induced landslide risks to projects of all types, although the Seismic Hazards Mapping Act, like the 

Alquist-Priolo Act, actually regulates only construction for human occupancy. 

California Building Standards Code 

The State of California’s minimum standards for structural design and construction are given in the 

California Building Standards Code (CBSC) (CCR Title 24). The CBSC is based on the federal Uniform 

Building Code (UBC) (International Code Council 1997), which is used widely throughout U.S. (generally 

adopted on a state-by-state or district-by-district basis) and has been modified for California conditions 

with numerous, more detailed or more stringent regulations. The CBSC provides standards for various 

aspects of construction, including but not limited to, excavation, grading, and earthwork construction; 

fills and embankments; expansive soils; foundation investigations; and liquefaction potential and soil 

strength loss. 

Hazardous Waste Control Act  

The California Hazardous Waste Control Act (HWCA) is the primary state law that regulates hazardous 

waste and hazardous waste disposal facilities, and is administered by the Department of Toxic 

Substances Control (DTSC). Like the federal RCRA, the HWCA regulates transportation and disposal of 

hazardous wastes, sets forth hazardous waste facility standards and directs administrative and 

enforcement procedures. It also lists and categorizes specific hazardous wastes. 

Safe Drinking Water and Toxic Enforcement Act 

The Safe Drinking Water and Toxic Enforcement Act, commonly referred to by its ballot measure, 

Proposition 65, prohibits businesses from discharging known carcinogens or reproductive toxins into 

sources of drinking water, and requires businesses (such as grocery stores) to warn persons about 

possible exposure on the business premises to such carcinogens or toxins. 
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State Senate Bills 610 and 221 

In 2001, the California Legislature passed Senate Bills 610 (Water Code Section 10910 et seq.) and Senate 

Bill 221 (Water Code Section 66473.7) to improve the link between information on water supply 

availability and certain land use decisions made by cities and counties. SB 610 and SB 221 were 

companion measures, which sought to promote more collaborative planning between local water 

suppliers and cities and counties. 

Senate Bill 610 requires the preparation of water supply assessments (WSAs) for large developments 

(i.e., more than 500 dwelling units or nonresidential equivalent). These assessments, prepared by public 

water systems responsible for serving project areas (in this case, the City itself), address whether existing 

and projected water supplies are adequate to serve the project while also meeting existing urban and 

agricultural demands and the needs of other anticipated development in the service area in which the 

project is located. Senate Bill 221 requires cities and counties to include, as a condition of approval of such 

tentative maps, the preparation of a water supply verification. The verification, which must be completed 

by no later than the time of approval of final maps, is intended to demonstrate that there is a sufficient 

water supply for the newly created residential lots. 

4.7.3 Plans and Policies 

City of Roseville General Plan 

The City of Roseville General Plan sets forth goals, policies, and actions that are applicable to the 

proposed project with respect to the following resource categories: 

 Air Quality 

 Circulation 

 Land Use 

 Open Space and Conservation 

 Noise 

 Public Facilities 

 Safety 

City of Roseville Grading Ordinance 

The City’s Grading Ordinance (Roseville Municipal Code Chapter 16.20) requires a grading permit 

(Grading plan approval) for all grading except very minor operations that result in excavations and fills 

less than 2 feet (0.6 meter) deep and involve a total volume of less than 50 cubic yards (38 cubic meters), 

and those specifically exempted by the building code (trenching for utilities installation, well excavations, 

cemetery graves, etc.) For many types of grading, a grading plan must be submitted and approved before 

grading may proceed. 
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Placer County Grading, Erosion and Sediment Control Ordinance 

The County’s Grading, Erosion and Sediment Control (Placer County Code Chapter 15.48) requires a 

grading permit (Grading plan approval) for fill or excavation greater than 250 cubic yards (191 cubic 

meters), cuts or fills exceeding 4 feet (1.2 meters) in depth, soil disturbances exceeding 10,000 square feet 

(929 square meters), grading within or adjacent to a drainage course or wetland, and grading within a 

floodplain. For many types of grading, a grading plan must be submitted and approved before grading 

may proceed. In addition, a soil or geologic investigation report is required if grading includes cut or fill 

exceeding 10 feet (3 meters) in depth when highly expansive soils are present, and in areas of known or 

suspected geological hazards. 

Water Forum Agreement 

The Water Forum Agreement (WFA) is the result of the efforts of a diverse group of community 

stakeholders. The stakeholder group was formed in 1994 with the goal to formulate principles for 

developing solutions to meet future regional water supply needs. The objectives of the Water Forum Plan 

are to: (1) provide a reliable and safe water supply for the region’s economic health and planned 

development through the year 2030; and (2) preserve the fishery, wildlife, recreational, and aesthetic 

values of the Lower American River. The first objective is to be met by additional diversions of surface 

water, increased conjunctive use of surface water and groundwater, expanded water conservation, and 

water reclamation. The second objective includes development of responsible and feasible alternatives to 

improve fish flow patterns, reduce daily flow fluctuations, and improve in-stream harvest. 

Western Placer Groundwater Management Plan 

The Western Placer Groundwater Management Plan (WPCGMP) was developed by the Cities of 

Roseville and Lincoln in partnership with the Placer County Water Agency and the California American 

Water Company in response to Senate Bill (SB) 1938 requirements. The goal of the plan is to “maintain 

the quality and ensure the long term availability of groundwater to meet backup, emergency, and peak 

demands without adversely affecting other groundwater uses within the WPCGMP area.” 

4.7.4 Methods of Compliance 

Table 4.0-2, Compliance with Applicable Laws, Policies, Plans, and Permit Requirements, provides a 

listing of the applicable laws, policies, and permit requirements that need to be addressed as part of 

implementing any of the EIS alternatives. Included is the method of compliance, which could be the 

assessment of a resource area in this EIS, obtaining a permit or approval from a county or local agency, or 

additional consultation with federal or state agencies. 
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Table 4.0-2 

Compliance with Applicable Laws, Policies, Plans, and Permit Requirements 
 

Applicable Laws, Policies, Plans, and Permit Requirements Method of Compliance 
Federal  

National Environmental Policy Act Addressed in EIS 

Clean Water Act DA permit under Section 404 of CWA; water 
quality certification under Section 401 of CWA 

Farmland Protection Policy Act Addressed in EIS 

Clean Air Act Addressed in EIS 

Endangered Species Act Consultation with USFWS and NMFS 

Vernal Pool Recovery Plan Consultation with USFWS 

Migratory Bird Treaty Act Addressed in EIS 

National Historic Preservation Act Addressed in EIS; Consultation with SHPO 

Executive Order 12898 – Environmental Justice Addressed in EIS 

Earthquake Hazards Reduction Act Addressed in EIS 

Federal Antiquities Act Addressed in EIS 

National Natural Landmarks Program Addressed in EIS 

Toxic Substances Control Act Addressed in EIS 

Solid Waste Disposal Act and Resource Conservation Recovery Act Addressed in EIS 

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act Addressed in EIS 

Safe Drinking Water Act Ongoing reporting to CA Dept. of Public Health 

State  

Williamson Act Addressed in EIS 

California Clean Air Act Addressed in EIS 

California Air Resources Board and Ambient Air Quality Standards Addressed in EIS 

California Endangered Species Act Addressed in EIS 

California Native Plant Protection Act Addressed in EIS 

Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act Addressed in EIS; CWA 401 permits 

California Health and Safety Code 7050.5 and Public Resources Code 5097.98 Addressed in EIS 

Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act Addressed in EIS 

Seismic Hazards Mapping Act Addressed in EIS 

California Building Standards Code Addressed in EIS 

Hazardous Waste Control Act Addressed in EIS 

Safe Drinking Water and Toxic Enforcement Act Addressed in EIS 

State Senate Bills 610 and 221 Addressed in EIS 

Local  

City of Roseville General Plan Addressed in EIS 

City of Roseville Grading Ordinance NPDES Permit Compliance 

Placer County Grading, Erosion and Sediment Control Ordinance NPDES Permit Compliance 

Water Forum Agreement Addressed in EIS 

Western Placer Groundwater Management Plan Addressed in EIS 

    

Notes: CWA = Clean Water Act, EIS = Environmental Impact Statement, NPDES = National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System, 

SHPO = State Historic Preservation Office, USFWS = United States Fish and Wildlife Service, NMFS = National Marine Fisheries Service. 
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5.0 CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION 

5.1 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

This chapter describes the public involvement activities that have occurred during the development of 

this document. 

5.2 PUBLIC SCOPING 

On Wednesday, July 25, 2012, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) published a Notice of Intent 

(NOI) in the Federal Register to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Westbrook 

project. The NOI provided information on the proposed Westbrook project and EIS preparation, and 

provided information about submitting scoping comments. One comment letter from the U.S. 

Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) was received on the NOI. The comment letter is presented in 

Appendix 1.0 of this Draft EIS. 

5.3 AGENCY COORDINATION 

On March 21, 2012, the USACE requested the USEPA and US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 

cooperate in the preparation of the EIS because of their expertise with regard to aquatic resources and 

Endangered species, respectively. The USEPA accepted the role of cooperating agency on March 29, 2012. 

Although the USFWS did not accept the role of cooperating agency, the agency provided input during 

preparation of this Draft EIS. 

5.4 DOCUMENT AVAILABILITY 

This document is posted on the USACE website at: 

http://www.spk.usace.army.mil/organizations/cespk-co/regulatory/index.html. 

A hardcopy of this document will also be available to the public at the USACE address found below. 

Comments on this document must be submitted within 45 days of the Published Notice of Availability. 

Comments shall be sent to: 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District 

Regulatory Division 

Attn: Kathy Norton 

1325 J Street, Room 1350 

Sacramento, California 95814-2922 

Fax: (916) 557-6877 

Email: Kathy.Norton@usace.army.mil 

Web site: www.spk.usace.army.mil 
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6.0 LIST OF PREPARERS 

6.1 U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

Name Title Experience 

Nancy A. Haley Chief, California North Branch, Regulatory 20 years USACE Environmental 

James T. Robb Senior Project Manager 3 years USACE Environmental 

Kathy Norton Ecologist/Senior Project Manager 24 years USACE Environmental 

Lisa Gibson Senior Project Manager 10 years USACE Environmental 

Nikki Polson Archaeologist 3 years USACE Environmental 

 

6.2 IMPACT SCIENCES, INC. 

Name Qualifications Participation 

Shabnam Barati B.A., M.A, M.Phil., Ph. D., 24 years of 

experience 

Project Manager 

Jennifer Millman B.S., 4 years of experience Deputy Project Manager, 

Environmental Justice , Hazards and 

Hazardous Materials, Noise, Public 

Services 

Paul Stephenson, AICP B.S., M.A., 8 years of experience Aesthetics, Agricultural Resources, 

Biological Resources, Land Use, 

Transportation and Traffic 

Caitlin Gilleran B.S., 2 years of experience Cultural Resources, Geology, Soils, 

and Minerals, Hydrology and Water 

Quality, Public Services, Cumulative 

Eric Bell B.S., M.S., 7 years of experience Air Quality, Climate Change 

Ian Hillway B.S., 16 years of experience Editing, Production, Graphics 

 

6.3 SUBCONSULTANTS 

Name Qualifications Participation 

David M. Tokarski, DKS Associates B.S., M.S., 16 years of experience Transportation and Traffic 

Jeff Glazner, Salix Inc. B.S., 22 years of experience Biological Resources 

Matt Fremont, Helix Environmental B.A., M.A., 10 years of experience Biological Resources (GIS) 
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7.0 INDEX 

This chapter contains an index that cross-references specific topics discussed in the EIR by chapter, 

section, and subsection. The individual topics are listed on the left, and a listing of the chapter, section, or 

subsection numbers where the topics are discussed is on the right. 

 

Topic Location 

Agriculture ............................................................................................................................................... 3.0.3, 3.2 

Air quality emissions. construction ................................................................................................................. 3.3 

Air quality emissions. operation ..................................................................................................................... 3.3 

Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act .......................................................... 3.8.2, 3.8.3, 3.8.4, 4.7.2, 4.7.4 

Amoruso Ranch Specific Plan ................................................................................ 2.6.1, 3.0.3, 3.3.7, 3.4.7, 3.10.7 

Assembly Bill 939 (AB 939) ....................................................................................................................... 3.15.3.3 

Assembly Bill 32 (California Global Warming Solutions Act or AB 32)  ...............3.5.3.3, 3.5.3.4, 3.5.4.1, 3.5.5 

Best Management Practices (BMPs) ....................................................................................... 2.4.3, 3.10.3, 3.10.5 

California Air Resources Board (CARB) ....................................................................................3.3.2, 3.3.3, 3.3.5 

California Department of Conservation (DOC) ................................................................................. 3.2.2, 3.2.4 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) .................... 1.8, 3.0.3, 3.4.2.8, 3.4.2.16, 3.4.3, 3.4.4, 3.4.5 

California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) ............................................................ 3.9.3, 3.9.5 

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) .......................................... 1.8, 3.1.1, 3.14.2, 3.14.4, 3.14.5 

California Fish and Game Code .............................................................................................. 3.4.2.8, 3.4.3, 3.4.5 

California Hazardous Waste Control Act (HWCA) .....................................................................................3.9.3 

California Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) ................................................ 3.6.1, 3.6.3.2, 3.6.4 

California Native Plant Society (CNPS) .................................................................................. 3.4.2.8, 3.4.3, 3.4.5 

California Scenic Highway Program (CSHP) ...............................................................................................3.1.1 

Center Joint Unified School District (CJUSD)  ................................................................................ 3.13.2, 3.13.5 

Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (CVRWQCB).......................................1.8, 2.4.6, 3.10.1 

City of Lincoln General Plan ..........................................................................................................................3.0.3 

City of Roseville Community Design Guidelines ............................................................................ 3.1.3, 3.11.5 

City of Roseville Electric Department (Roseville Electric)  ........................................... 3.15.2.4, 3.15.3.4, 3.15.5 

City of Roseville Fire Department ................................................................................................... 3.13.2, 3.13.5 
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City of Roseville General Plan ................................. 3.0.3, 3.1.3, 3.1.5, 3.3.3.3, 3.3.5, 3.5.3.4, 3.6.3.3, 3.6.7, 3.7.3,  

  3.7.5, 3.8.2, 3.8.3, 3.8.5, 3.9.3, 3.9.4, 3.10.3, 3.10.5, 3.11.1, 3.11.2, 3.11.3, 3.11.4, 3.11.5, 

  3.12.2, 3.13.1, 3.12.2, 3.12.3, 3.12.5, 3.13.1, 3.13.2, 3.13.3, 3.13.5, 3.14.3,  

  3.15.1, 3.15.2.1, 3.15.3.2, 3.15.4.2, 3.15.5, 4.7.2, 4.7.4 

City of Roseville Grading Ordinance .........................................................................................3.8.3, 4.7.3, 4.7.4 

City of Roseville Municipal Code ............................... 3.8.3, 3.15.2.1, 3.15.2.3, 3.15.3.1, 3.15.3.2, 3.15.3.3, 3.15.5 

City of Roseville Police Department ............................................................................................... 3.13.2, 3.13.5 

City of Roseville Stormwater Management Program (SWMP) ................................................................. 3.10.3 

City of Roseville Water Conservation Ordinance ................................................................................... 3.15.3.1 

Clean Air Act, Federal (CAA) ............................................................................... 3.3.3.1, 3.3.8, 3.3.6, 4.7.1, 4.7.4 

Clean Air Act, California (CCAA) .................................................................................................... 3.3.3.2, 4.7.2 

Clean Water Act Section 303 ............................................................................................................ 3.10.2, 3.10.3 

Clean Water Act Section 401 ........................................................................................................................ 3.10.3 

Clean Water Act Section 402 ........................................................................................................................ 3.10.3 

Clean Water Act Section 404 .......................................................................... 1.1, 1.7, 2.1, 2.3, 2.4.6, 2.5.1, 3.10.3 

Climate change ................................................................................................................................................. 3.5 

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) ............... 3.9.3, 4.7.1 

County of Sacramento 2030 General Plan .....................................................................................................3.0.3 

Creekview Specific Plan  ................................................................................................. 3.0.3, 3.3.7, 3.4.7, 3.10.7 

Cumulative effects ............................................................. 3.0.3, 3.1.7, 3.2.7, 3.3.7, 3.4.7, 3.5.7, 3.6.7, 3.7.7, 3.8.7,  

3.9.7, 3.10.7, 3.11.7, 3.12.7, 3.13.7, 3.14.7, 3.15.7 

Curry Creek ......................................................... 3.0.3, 3.4.2.3, 3.4.2.5, 3.4.2.8, 3.4.2.9, 3.6.5, 3.8.2, 3.10.2, 3.10.5 

Curry Creek Community Plan................................................................................... 2.4, 2.6.4, 2.4.3, 3.0.3, 3.1.2 

Dry Creek Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) ....................................................................3.15.2.1, 3.15.2.2 

Electricity ......................................................................................................................... 3.15.2.4, 3.15.4.2, 3.15.5 

Electromagnetic fields ....................................................................................................................................3.9.2 

Elverta Specific Plan ....................................................................................................................3.0.3, 3.3.7, 3.4.7 

Endangered Species Act, California (CESA) ................................................................. 3.4.2.8, 3.4.3, 3.4.5, 4.7.1 

Endangered Species Act, Federal (ESA) ..................................................... 2.4.6, 2.5.1, 3.4.2.8, 3.4.3, 3.4.5, 4.7.2 

Environmental Justice ...................................................................................................................................... 3.7 

Expansive soils.............................................................................................................................3.8.3, 3.8.4, 3.8.5 

Farmland classification ........................................................................................................................ 3.2.2, 3.2.5 

Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program ................................................................................... 3.2.1, 3.2.2 
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Federal/State Coordinated Operations Agreement ................................................................................. 3.15.3.1 

Fiddyment Road Widening ........................................................................................................3.0.3, 3.3.7, 3.4.7 

Flood hazard ..................................................................................................................................... 3.10.4, 3.10.5 

GHG emissions. construction .......................................................................................................................... 3.5  

GHG emissions. operation ............................................................................................................................... 3.5 

Giant Garter Snake .....................................................................................................3.4.2.8, 3.4.2.14, 3.4.5, 3.4.7 

Groundwater contamination .........................................................................................................................3.9.5 

Groundwater supply .......................................................................................................... 3.10.2, 3.10.5, 3.15.2.1 

Growth inducement ..................................................................................................................................... 3.15.5 

Hazardous materials ........................................................................................................................................ 3.9 

Historic properties .......................................................................................................... 3.6.1, 3.6.3.1, 3.6.4, 3.6.5 

Human remains ........................................................................................................................ 3.6.1, 3.6.3.2, 3.6.5 

Hydrology .............................................................................................................................................. 3.0.3, 3.10 

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change .............................................................................. 3.5.2.1, 3.5.3.1 

Lincoln 270 ...................................................................................................................................3.0.3, 3.3.7, 3.4.7 

Liquefaction ....................................................................................................................... 3.8.2, 3.8.3, 3.8.4, 3.8.5 

Local roadways ............................................................................................................................................... 3.14 

Materials Recovery Facility (MRF) ............................................................................................... 3.15.2.3, 3.15.5 

McClellan Airport......................................................................................................................................... 3.12.5 

Migratory Bird Treaty Act ................................................................................................ 3.4.3, 3.4.5, 4.7.1, 4.7.4 

National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), Section 106 ......................... 3.6.1, 3.6.3.1, 3.6.4, 3.6.5, 4.7.1, 4.7.4 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) .................................................3.4.3, 4.7.1, 4.7.4 

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) ....................................................3.15.2.2, 3.15.3.2  

National Priorities List (NPL) ........................................................................................................................3.9.3 

Natomas Cross Canal ....................................................................................................................... 3.10.2, 3.10.5 

Natural Gas ............................................................................................. 3.15.1, 3.15.2.4, 3.15.3.4, 3.15.4.2, 3.15.5 

Noise effects .................................................................................................................................................. 3.12.5 

North American River Groundwater Sub-basin ................................................................ 3.0.3, 3.10.5, 3.15.2.1 

North Roseville Specific Plan .................................................................................................... 3.1.2, 3.2.2, 3.11.2 

Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E)  ................................................................................. 3.15.2.4, 3.15.5 

Placer County Air Pollution Control District (PCAPCD) ................. 3.3.3, 3.3.8, 3.5.3.4, 3.5.4.1, 3.5.3.4, 3.5.4.1 

Placer County Conservation Plan (PCCP)  ................................................................................2.4.1, 3.0.3, 3.4.7 
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Placer County General Plan ............................................................................. 3.0.3, 3.10.7, 3.11.5, 3.12.1, 3.14.2 

Placer County Grading, Erosion and Sediment Control Ordinance ................................................. 4.7.3, 4.7.4 

Placer County Sheriff’s Department............................................................................................................ 3.13.2 

Placer County Water Agency (PCWA)  .................................3.0.3, 3.10.3, 3.10.5, 3.15.1, 3.15.2, 3.15.2.1, 3.15.5 

Placer Parkway Corridor ................................................................................................ 3.0.3, 3.3.7, 3.4.7, 3.14.4 

Placer Ranch Specific Plan ......................................................................................... 2.5.7, 3.0.3, 3.4.2.11, 3.10.7 

Placer Vineyards Specific Plan ............................. 2.6.6, 3.0.3, 3.3.7, 3.4.73.1.5, 3.3.5, 3.4.7, 3.6.7,  3.11.2, 3.14.4 

Pleasant Grove Creek ....................................... 2.6.2, 2.6.3, 3.4.2.9, 3.4.2.10, 3.4.2.11, 3.4.2.12, 3.4.2.13, 3.4.2.14, 

3.4.2.15, 3.4.5, 3.6.5, 3.8.2, 3.10.1, 3.10.2, 3.10.5, 3.15.2.2, 3.15.5 

Pleasant Grove Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) .........................2.4.1, 3.15.2.1, 3.15.3.2, 3.15.4.2, 3.15.5 

Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act ............................................................................. 3.10.3, 4.7.2, 4.7.4 

Reason Farms .............................................. 2.6.2, 3.0.3, 3.3.7, 3.4.7, 3.10.2, 3.10.5, 3.10.7, 3.15.4.2, 3.15.5, 3.15.7 

Recycled water ....................................................................... 2.4.3, 3.4.5, 3.10.5, 3.10.7, 3.15.1, 3.15.2.1, 3.15.2.2, 

3.15.3.1, 3.15.3.2, 3.15.4.2, 3.15.5, 3.15.7 

Regional University and Community Specific Plan ...................... 2.6.3, 3.0.3, 3.3.7, 3.4.7, 3.11.2, 3.14.4, 3.15.5 

Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) ............................... 3.10.2, 3.10.3, 3.15.2.1, 3.15.3.1, 3.15.3.2 

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) ......................................................................................3.9.3 

Riolo Vineyards Specific Plan .....................................................................................................3.0.3, 3.3.7, 3.4.7 

Riparian habitat .............................................................................................. 3.4.2.10, 3.4.2.13, 3.4.4, 3.4.5, 3.4.7 

Roseville City School District (RCSD)  ............................................................................................ 3.13.2, 3.13.5 

Roseville Joint Union High School District (RJUHSD) .................................................................. 3.13.2, 3.13.5 

Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) ................................. 1.4, 3.0.3, 3.3.3, 3.3.7, 3.7.3, 3.11.3,  

3.11.5, 3.12.5, 3.14.4 

Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD) .................... 3.3.2, 3.3.3, 3.3.4, 3.3.5 

Sacramento Regional Blueprint (Preferred Blueprint Scenario) .................................... 1.4, 2.4.1, 3.11.3, 3.11.5 

Sacramento Regional Clean Air Plan  ........................................................................................................ 3.3.3.3 

Sacramento Valley Air Basin ............................................................................................ 3.0.3, 3.3.2, 3.3.3, 3.3.5 

Safe Drinking Water Act ........................................................................................................ 3.10.3.1, 4.7.1, 4.7.4 

Scenic resources .................................................................................................................................... 3.1.4, 3.1.5 

Seismicity ..................................................................................................................................................... 3.8.2.2 

Senate Bill 221 ............................................................................................................................................ 3.15.3.1  

Senate Bill 50 .............................................................................................................................................. 3.13.3.2 

Senate Bill 610 ............................................................................................................................................ 3.15.3.1 
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